
Welcome to a meeting of the Arizona State Transportation Board.  The Transportation Board consists of seven private 
citizen members appointed by the Governor, representing specific transportation districts.  Board members are ap-
pointed for terms of six years each, with terms expiring on the third Monday in January of the appropriate year. 
BOARD AUTHORITY 
Although the administration of the Department of Transportation is the responsibility of the director, the Transpor-
tation Board has been granted certain policy powers in addition to serving in an advisory capacity to the director.  In 
the area of highways the Transportation Board is responsible for establishing a system of state routes.  It determines 
which routes are accepted into the state system and which state routes are to be improved.  The Board has final au-
thority on establishing the opening, relocating, altering, vacating or abandoning any portion of a state route or a 
state highway.  The Transportation Board awards construction contracts and monitors the status of construction pro-
jects.  With respect to aeronautics the Transportation Board distributes monies appropriated to the Aeronautics Divi-
sion from the State Aviation Fund for planning, design, development, land acquisition, construction and improve-
ment of publicly-owned airport facilities. The Board also approves airport construction. The Transportation Board 
has the exclusive authority to issue revenue bonds for financing needed transportation improvements throughout 
the state.  As part of the planning process the Board determines priority planning with respect to transportation fa-
cilities and annually adopts the five year construction program. 
PUBLIC INPUT 
Members of the public may appear before the Transportation Board to be heard on any transportation-related issue. 
Persons wishing to protest any action taken or contemplated by the Board may appear before this open forum.  The 
Board welcomes citizen involvement, although because of Arizona's open meeting laws, no actions may be taken on 
items which do not appear on the formal agenda.  This does not, however, preclude discussion of other issues. 
MEETINGS 
The Transportation Board typically meets on the third Friday of each month.  Meetings are held in locations throughout 
the state.  Due to the risks to public health caused by the possible spread of the COVID-19 virus at public gatherings, 
the Transportation Board asks that people attending Board meetings in person take safety precautions they feel ap-
propriate to protect themselves and others. In addition, for the time being the Transportation Board will conduct 
concurrent telephonic/WebEx virtual meetings. In addition to the regular business meetings held each month, the 
Board may conduct at least one public hearings each year to receive input regarding the proposed five-year construc-
tion program.  Meeting dates are established for the following year at the December organization meeting of the 
Board.  
BOARD MEETING PROCEDURE 
Board members receive the agenda and all backup information one week before the meeting is held.  They have stud-
ied each item on the agenda and have consulted with Department of Transportation staff when necessary.  If no addi-
tional facts are presented at the meeting, they often act on matters, particularly routine ones, without further discus-
sion. In order to streamline the meetings the Board has adopted the "consent agenda" format, allowing agenda items 
to be voted on en masse unless discussion is requested by one of the board members or Department of Transporta-
tion staff members. 

BOARD CONTACT 
Transportation Board members encourage citizens to contact them regarding transportation-related issues.  Board 
members may be contacted through the Arizona Department of Transportation, 206 South 17th Avenue, Phoenix, Ari-
zona 85007, Telephone (602) 712-4259. 

 

Douglas A. Ducey, Governor 

Jesse Thompson, Chairman 
Gary Knight, Vice Chairman 

 Richard Searle, Member 
Jenn Daniels, Member 
Jackie Meck, Member 

Ted Maxwell, Member 
Steve Stratton, Member 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC SPECIAL BOARD MEETING OF THE STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Pursuant to A.R.S. Sec. 38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the State Transportation Board and to the 
general public that the State Transportation Board will hold a board meeting open to the public on Friday, January 21, 
2022, at 9:00 a.m.  Due to ongoing health concerns regarding Covid, participants will still have the option to  

participate by joining telephonically/WebEx.  The Board may vote to go into Executive Session to discuss certain 
matters, which will not be open to the public.  Members of the Transportation Board will attend either in  
person or by telephone conference call.  The Board may modify the agenda order, if necessary.  

EXECUTIVE SESSION OF THE STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Pursuant to A.R.S. 38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the Arizona State Transportation Board and to 
the general public that the Board may meet in Executive Session for discussion or consultation of legal advice with legal 
counsel at its meeting on Friday, January 21, 2022, relating to any items on the agenda.  Pursuant to A.R.S. 38-431.03
(A), the Board may, at its discretion, recess and reconvene the Executive Session as needed, relating to any items on 
the agenda. 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
Pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), ADOT does not dis-
criminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex or disability.  Persons that require a reasonable accommo-
dation based on language or disability should contact the Civil Rights Office at (602) 712-8946 or email  
CivilRightsOffice@azdot.gov.  Requests should be made as early as possible to ensure the state has an opportunity to 
address the accommodation.  
De acuerdo con el título VI de la Ley de Derechos Civiles de 1964 y la Ley de Estadounidenses con Discapacidades (ADA 
por sus siglas en Inglés), el Departamento de Transporte de Arizona (ADOT por sus siglas en Inglés) no discrimina por 
raza, color, nacionalidad, edad, género o discapacidad.  Personas que requieren asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya 
sea por idioma o por discapacidad deben ponerse en contacto con 602.712.8946. Las solicitudes deben hacerse lo más 
pronto posible para asegurar que el equipo encargado del proyecto tenga la oportunidad de hacer los arreglos necesa-
rios. 

AGENDA   
A copy of the agenda for this meeting will be available at the office of the Transportation Board at 206 S. 17th Avenue, 
Phoenix, Arizona at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting. 

ORDER DEFERRAL AND ACCELERATIONS OF AGENDA ITEMS, VOTE WITHOUT DISCUSSION 
In the interest of efficiency and economy of time, the Arizona Transportation Board, having already had the opportuni-
ty to become conversant with items on its agenda, will likely defer action in relation to certain items until after agenda 
items requiring discussion have been considered and voted upon by its members.  After all such items to discuss have 
been acted upon, the items remaining on the Board's agenda will be expedited and action may be taken on deferred 
agenda items without discussion.  It will be a decision of the Board itself as to which items will require discussion and 
which may be deferred for expedited action without discussion. 

The Chairman will poll the members of the Board at the commencement of the meeting with regard to which items 
require discussion.  Any agenda item identified by any Board member as one requiring discussion will be accelerated 
ahead of those items not identified as requiring discussion.  All such accelerated agenda items will be individually con-
sidered and acted upon ahead of all other agenda items.  With respect to all agenda items not accelerated. i.e., those 
items upon which action has been deferred until later in the meeting, the Chairman will entertain a single motion and a 
single second to that motion and will call for a single vote of the members without any discussion of any agenda items 
so grouped together and so singly acted upon.  Accordingly, in the event any person desires to have the Board discuss 
any particular agenda item, such person should contact one of the Board members before the meeting or ADOT Staff, 
at 206 South 17th Avenue, Room 135, Phoenix, Arizona 85007, or by phone (602) 712-4259.  Please be prepared to 
identify the specific agenda item or items of interest. 

Dated this 14th day January, 2022 
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     STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD  
IN PERSON WITH OPTIONAL TELEPHONIC/WEBEX ATTENDANCE 

BOARD MEETING 
City of Yuma 

One City Plaza  
Yuma, Arizona  85364 

9:00 a.m., Friday, January 21, 2022 

Telephonic Pursuant to A.R.S. Sec. 38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the State Transportation Board 
and to the general public that the State Transportation Board will hold a board meeting open to the public on Friday, 
January 21, 2022, at 9:00 a.m.   Due to ongoing health concerns regarding Covid-19, participants will still have the op-
tion to participate by joining telephonically/WebEx.  The Board may vote to go into Executive Session, which will not 
be open to the public.  Members of the Transportation Board may attend in person at One City Plaza, Yuma,  Arizona  
85364, or by telephonic/WebEx.  The Board may modify the agenda order, if necessary. 

Public Participation Members of the public who want to observe or participate in the Transportation Board meeting 
can either attend in person or access the meeting by using the WebEx meeting link at  
www.aztransportationboard.gov.  Join the meeting as a participant and follow the instruction to use your telephone to 
enable audio. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION OF THE STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Pursuant to A.R.S. 38-431.03 (A)(3), notice is hereby given to the members of the Arizona State Transportation Board 
and to the general public that the Board may meet in Executive Session for discussion or consultation for legal advice 
with legal counsel at its meeting on Friday, January 21, 2022.  The Board may, at its discretion, recess and reconvene 
the Executive Session as needed, relating to any items on the agenda. 

PLEDGE  
The Pledge of Allegiance led by Floyd Roehrich, Jr. 

ROLL CALL 
Roll call by Board Secretary 

OPENING REMARKS 
Opening remarks by Jesse Thompson 

TITLE  VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964, as amended. 
Reminder to fill out survey cards by Floyd Roehrich, Jr. 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSc4D2CIaW1iAlkGtVgGx_BqtrFgSE_ASd26of6JnVkd3HiKcg/viewform 

 BOARD AGENDA 
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CALL TO THE AUDIENCE (information only) 

VIRTUAL: 
An opportunity for citizens to discuss items of interest with the Board .  To address the Board please fill out a Request 
for Public Input Form and email the form to boardinfo@azdot.gov.  The form is located on the Transportation Board’s 
website  http://aztransportationboard.gov/index.asp.  Request for Public Input Forms will be taken until 8:00 AM the 
morning of the  Board Meeting.  Since this is a telephonic/WebEx conference meeting  everyone will be muted when 
they call into the meeting. When your name is called to provide your comments, you will indicate your presence by vir-
tually raising your hand using your phone keypad or through the WebEx application. 

To raise your hand over the phone:  
If you have joined us using your telephone, raise your hand by pressing *3 on your phone keypad. You will be unmuted 
by the meeting moderator and asked to make your comments. When you have finished speaking or when your time is up, 
please lower your hand by pressing *3 on your phone keypad.  

To raise your hand using the WebEx computer or internet browser application:  
If you have joined us using the WebEx computer or internet browser application, open your participant panel located on 
the menu on the bottom left of your screen. When the participant panel opens, click on the hand icon on the right side of 
your name on the participant panel. You will be unmuted by the meeting moderator and asked to make your  
comment. When you have finished making your comment, the moderator will mute your line and we ask that you please 
lower your hand by clicking on the hand icon again.  

To raise your hand using the WebEx iPhone or Android application:  
If you have joined us using the WebEx iPhone or Android application, select the three dot menu icon on the bottom of 
the screen.  When it opens, select “Raise Hand” at the top of the menu screen.  You will be unmuted by the meeting  
moderator and asked to make your comment. When you have finished speaking, the moderator will mute your line and 
we ask that you please lower your hand by clicking on the hand icon again.  

IN PERSON: 
An opportunity for members of the public to discuss items of interest with the Board. Please fill out a Request for Public 
Input Form and turn in to the Secretary if you wish to address the Board.   

 A three minute time limit will be imposed. 
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BOARD MEETING 

ITEM 1: Director’s Report 
The Director will provide a report on current issues and events affecting ADOT. 
(For information and discussion only — John Halikowski, Director) 
A) Update on SR88/Apache Trail
B) State and Federal Legislative Report
C) Last Minute Items to Report

(For information only. The Transportation Board is not allowed to propose, discuss,
deliberate or take action on any matter under “Last Minute Items to Report,” unless the
specific matter is properly noticed for action.)

ITEM 2: District Engineer’s Report 
Staff will provide an update and overview of issues of regional significance, including an updates 
on current and upcoming construction projects, district operations, maintenance activities and 
any regional transportation studies. 
(For information and discussion only—Paul Patane, Southwest District Engineer) 

*ITEM 3: Consent Agenda
Consideration by the Board of items included in the Consent Agenda.  Any member of the Board 
may ask that any item on the Consent Agenda be pulled for individual discussion and disposition. 
(For information and possible action) 

Items on the Consent Agenda generally consist of the following:  

 Minutes of previous Board Meeting
 Minutes of Special Board Meeting
 Minutes of Study Sessions
 Right-of-Way Resolutions
 Construction Contracts that have no bidder protest or State Engineer inquiry and meet the

following criteria:
- Low bidder is no more than 15% under state estimate
- Low bidder is no more than 10% over state estimate

 Programming changes for items that are a part of the approved scope of the project if they do
not exceed 15% or $200,000, whichever is lesser.

ITEM 4: Financial Report 
Staff will provide an update on financing issues and summaries on the items listed below: 
(For information and discussion only — Kristine Ward, Chief Financial Officer) 

▪ Revenue Collections for Highway User Revenues
▪ Maricopa Transportation Excise Tax Revenues
▪ Aviation Revenues
▪ Interest Earnings
▪ HELP Fund status
▪ Federal-Aid Highway Program
▪ HURF and RARF Bonding
▪ GAN issuances
▪ Board Funding Obligations
▪ Contingency Report

Page  8
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ITEM 5: Multimodal Planning Division Report 
Staff will present an update on the current planning activities, including tribal transportation is-
sues, pursuant to A.R.S. 28-506. 
(For information and discussion only — Clem Ligocki, Planning and Program Manager, Multimod-
al Planning Division) 

*ITEM 6:  Priority Planning Advisory Committee (PPAC)
Staff will present recommended PPAC actions to the Board including consideration of changes to 
the FY2022 - 2026 Statewide Transportation Facilities Construction Program. 
(For discussion and possible action — Clem Ligocki, Planning and Program Manager, Multimodal 
Planning Division) 

ITEM 7: State Engineer’s Report 
Staff will present a report showing the status of highway projects under construction, including 
total number and dollar value.  Provide an overview of Construction, Transportation and Opera-
tions  Program  impact, due to the public health concerns. 
(For information and discussion only — Dallas Hammit, Deputy Director of Transportation/State 
Engineer) 

*ITEM 8: Construction Contracts
Staff will present recommended construction project awards that are not on the Consent  
Agenda.  
(For discussion and possible action — Dallas Hammit, Deputy Director of Transportation/State 
Engineer) 

ITEM 9: Suggestions 
Board Members will have the opportunity to suggest items they would like to have placed on 
future Board Meeting agendas. 

*Adjournment

*ITEMS that may require Board Action

BOARD AGENDA 
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Items on the Consent Agenda generally consist of the following:  

 Minutes of previous Board Meeting , Special Board Meeting and/or Study Session
 Right-of-Way Resolutions
 Construction Contracts that have no bidder protest or State Engineer inquiry and meet the following

criteria:
- Low bidder is no more than 15% under state estimate
- Low bidder is no more than 10% over state estimate

 Programming changes for items that are a part of the approved scope of the project if they do not
exceed 15% or $200,000, whichever is lesser.

MINUTES APPROVAL 

*ITEM 3a: Approval of the October 26, 2021 Board Study Session Minutes   Page 13 

RIGHT OF WAY RESOLUTIONS (action as noted) Page  114

*ITEM 3b: RES. NO. 2022–01–A–001 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H4921 01R / STP–600–8–802 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Country Club – Gilbert Road  (Center Street and Lehi Road) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 089 
RECOMMENDATION: Abandon to the City of Mesa, in accordance with that certain 
120-Day Advance Notice of Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, right of way
acquired for construction of the Red Mountain Freeway that is no longer needed for
the State Transportation System.

*ITEM 3c: RES. NO. 2022–01–A–002 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H5400 01R / RAM 600–8–803 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Gilbert Road – Higley Road  (Thomas and Lehi Roads) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 091 
RECOMMENDATION: Abandon to the City of Mesa, in accordance with that certain 
120-Day Advance Notice of Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, right of way
acquired for construction of the Red Mountain Freeway that is no longer needed for
the State Transportation System.

CONSENT AGENDA 
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RIGHT OF WAY RESOLUTIONS (action as noted) 

*ITEM 3d: RES. NO. 2022–01–A–003 
PROJECT: 060 NA 341 H4663 01R 
HIGHWAY: GLOBE – SHOW LOW 
SECTION: Show Low Creek Bridge, Str. #2823 
ROUTE NO.: U. S. Route 60
DISTRICT: Northeast 
COUNTY: Navajo 
DISPOSAL: D – NE – 007 
RECOMMENDATION: Abandon to the City of Show Low, in accordance with that cer-
tain Waiver of Four-Year Advance Notice of Abandonment and Pavement Quality 
Report, dated November 02, 2021, right of way acquired for improved drainage for 
the above referenced bridge construction project, that is no longer needed for the 
State Transportation System.  

*ITEM 3e: RES. NO. 2022–01–A–004 
PROJECT: 089A CN 375 F0154 / A89–B(222)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: MP 375.1 Rockfall Mitigation 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
DISTRICT: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 
RECOMMENDATION: Establish new right of way as a state route and state highway 
to accommodate design change and facilitate the imminent construction phase of 
the above referenced rockfall hazard mitigation project, necessary to enhance con-
venience and safety for the traveling public. 

*ITEM 3f: RES. NO. 2022–01–A–005 
PROJECT: 303L MA 105 H6870 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: Lower Buckeye Road – Van Buren Street 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCEL: 7 – 12778 
RECOMMENDATION: Establish new right of way as a state route through advance 
acquisition necessary to alleviate hardship situations and forestall development 
along the future alignment of the southerly extension of the Bob Stump Memorial 
Parkway. 

CONSENT AGENDA 

Page 9 of 246



RIGHT OF WAY RESOLUTIONS (action as noted) 

*ITEM 3g: RES. NO. 2022–01–A–006 
PROJECT: 303L MA 136 F0424 / 303–A(228)T 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: 51st Avenue and 43rd Avenue T.I.s 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
RECOMMENDATION: Establish new right of way as a state route to be utilized for 
the above referenced improvement project necessary to enhance convenience and 
safety for the traveling public.

*ITEM 3h: RES. NO. 2022–01–A–007 
PROJECT: 030 MA 000 H6876 
HIGHWAY: TRES RIOS FREEWAY 
SECTIONS: S. R. 303L – 127th Avenue; and 127th Avenue – S. R. 202L 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 30 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCELS:  7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, and 7–
12791 
RECOMMENDATION: Establish new right of way as a state route through early and 
advance acquisitions necessary to alleviate hardship situations and forestall develop-
ment along the alignment of the future Tres Rios Freeway. 

*ITEM 3i: RES. NO. 2022–01–A–008 
PROJECT: 017 MA 207 H2402 04R / NH–17–1(318) 
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CORDES JUNCTION 
SECTION: Dunlap Avenue T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 17 
DISTRICT: Central      
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 104 
RECOMMENDATION: Abandon to the City of Phoenix, in accordance with that cer-
tain Waiver of Four-Year Advance Notice of Abandonment and Pavement Quality 
Report, dated December 21, 2021, right of way acquired for the above referenced 
improvement projects that is no longer needed for the State Transportation System, 
and now necessary for expansion of the Valley Metro Light Rail System. 

CONSENT AGENDA 
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CONSENT AGENDA 

Contracts: (Action as Noted) Page 219  

Federal-Aid (“A” “B” “T” “D”) projects do not need FHWA concurrence, but must comply with DBE regulations; 
other projects are subject to FHWA and/or local government concurrence and compliance with DBE regulations. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

*ITEM 3j: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 5 

BIDS OPENED: DECEMBER 10, 2021 

HIGHWAY: FLAGSTAFF – HOLBROOK  HIGHWAY  (I-40) 

SECTION: HERMOSA DRIVE UP # 1368 

COUNTY: NAVAJO 

ROUTE NO.: I-40 

PROJECT : TRACS: 040-D(241)T:  040 NA 288 F023001C 

FUNDING: 49.65% FEDS   0.35% STATE   50.00% LOCAL 

LOW BIDDER: J. BANICKI CONSTRUCTION, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 2,715,421.90 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 2,645,537.30 

$ OVER ESTIMATE: $ 69,884.60 

% OVER ESTIMATE:  2.6% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 9.60% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 18.16% 

NO. BIDDERS: 4 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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CONSENT AGENDA 

Contracts: (Action as Noted)  

Federal-Aid (“A” “B” “T” “D”) projects do not need FHWA concurrence, but must comply with DBE regulations; 
other projects are subject to FHWA and/or local government concurrence and compliance with DBE regulations. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

*ITEM 3k: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 6   Page  222

BIDS OPENED: DECEMBER 03, 2021 

HIGHWAY: KINGMAN – WICKENBURG  HIGHWAY  (US-93) 

SECTION: KABBA WASH BRIDGE NB 

COUNTY: MOHAVE 

ROUTE NO.: US-93 

PROJECT : TRACS: 093-B(216)T: 093 MO 097 F017001C 

FUNDING: 94.3% FEDS  5.7% STATE 

LOW BIDDER: VASTCO, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 2,633,585.70 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 2,828,749.00 

$ UNDER  ESTIMATE: $ 195,163.30 

% UNDER ESTIMATE: 6.9% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 5.97% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 6.32% 

NO. BIDDERS: 3 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD MEETING STUDY SESSION 
TELEPHONIC/VIDEO MEETING 

9:00am, October 26, 2021 
TELEPHONIC / VIDEO MEETING 

NO MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WILL BE ALLOWED TO ATTEND IN-PERSON 

Call to Order 
Board Chairman Stratton called the State Transportation Board meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 

Pledge 
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Floyd Roehrich, Jr., Executive Officer. 

Roll Call by Board Secretary Sherry Garcia 
A quorum of the State Transportation Board was present. In attendance (Via WebEx):  Chairman 
Stratton, Vice Chairman Thompson, Board Member Knight, Board Member Maxwell, Board Member 
Searle, Board Member Daniels, and Board Member Meck.  There were approximately 43 members of 
the public in the audience. 

Opening Remarks 
Chairman Stratton reminded members of the public, to keep their computer or phone muted during the 
meeting, unless called to speak during the Call to Audience. 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
Floyd Roehrich, Jr., read the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended.  Floyd, also reminded 
individuals to fill out survey cards, with link shown on the agenda.   

Call to the Audience 
An opportunity was provided to members of the public to address the State Transportation Board.  
Members of the public were requested not to exceed a three minute time period for their comments. 
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ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

STUDY SESSION

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

BY VIA WEBEX VIDOCONFERENCE
October 26, 2021

9:00 a.m.

REPORTED BY:
TERESA A. WATSON, RMR
Certified Reporter
Certificate No. 50876

PREPARED FOR: Perfecta Reporting
ADOT ‐ STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD (602) 421‐3602

(Certified Copy)
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  1 REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF EXCERPT OF ELECTRONIC 

  2 PROCEEDINGS, ADOT ‐ STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD, was reported 

  3 from electronic media by TERESA A. WATSON, Registered Merit 

  4 Reporter and a Certified Reporter in and for the State of 

  5 Arizona.

  6

  7 PARTICIPANTS:  

  8 Board Members:

  9 Steven E. Stratton, Chairman
Jesse Thompson, Vice Chairman

 10 Gary Knight, Board Member
Richard Searle, Board Member

 11 Ted Maxwell, Board Member
Jenn Daniels, Board Member

 12 Jackie Meck, Board Member

 13

 14

 15

 16

 17

 18

 19

 20

 21

 22

 23

 24

 25

2
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  1 CALL TO THE AUDIENCE

  2 SPEAKER:   PAGE:

  3 Mike Humphrey, Tucson Community Member......................  95

  4 Vincent Manfredi, Councilmember, Maricopa, Arizona..........  XX

  5 John Vernon Paskel, II, MVD Customer Service 
  Representative............................................  XX

  6

  7 AGENDA ITEMS

  8 Item 1 ‐ Review of State Transportation Board Policies, 
Floyd Roehrich, Junior, ADOT Executive Director....   6

  9
Item 2 ‐ Discussion of ADOT Procurement Process, 

 10 Dallas Hammit, Deputy Director of 
Transportation/State Engineer......................  26

 11
Item 3 ‐ Transportation Revenue Estimating Process, 

 12 Kristine Ward, Chief Financial Officer.............  36

 13 Item 4 ‐ Future of Transportation Revenues, Open Discussion 
Between Board Members..............................  51

 14
Item 5 ‐ Discussion on Board Members with Legislators, 

 15 Katy Proctor, Government Relations and Rules 
Director...........................................  64

 16
Item 6 ‐ Policy Level Discussion on Prioritizing Expansion, 

 17 Preservation, Modernization Projects in the 
Five‐Year Transportation Facilities Construction 

 18 Program, Greg Byres, Division Director, Multimodal 
Planning...........................................  80

 19

 20

 21

 22

 23

 24

 25

3
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  1 (Beginning of excerpt.)

  2

  3 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  We'll move on to call to the 

  4 audience.  Since this is a telephonic WebEx conference meeting, 

  5 everyone will be muted when they call in to the meeting.  When 

  6 your name is called to provide your comments, you will indicate 

  7 your presence by virtually raising your hand using your phone 

  8 keypad or through the WebEx application.  The WebEx host will 

  9 guide you through the unmuting and muting process following the 

 10 instruction included with the meeting agenda.  A three‐minute 

 11 time limit will be imposed.

 12 Floyd, would you call the first speaker, please?  

 13 MR. ROEHRICH:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  

 14 Mr. Chairman, also, I would like to note for the 

 15 minutes that Board Member Ted Maxwell has just joined the 

 16 meeting a few minutes ago.  So you have all members of the Board 

 17 present.

 18 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Very good.  Welcome, Ted.

 19 MR. MAXWELL:  And my apologies for being late 

 20 signing on.  

 21 MR. ROEHRICH:  Yes, sir, Mr. Maxwell.  

 22 We'll start with the first speaker.  The first 

 23 speaker is Mr. Mike Humphrey.  Mr. Humphrey, please raise your 

 24 hand and the WebEx host ‐‐ meeting host will unmute you.

 25 WEBEX HOST:  I'm not seeing a hand ‐‐ I'm not 
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  1 seeing a hand raised.  

  2 MR. ROEHRICH:  Thank you, Randy.  

  3 Mr. Chairman, moving on to the second speaker, 

  4 and then we'll come back to see if Mr. Humphrey logs in.  

  5 Our next speaker is Mr. Vincent Manfredi.  

  6 Mr. Manfredi, please raise your hand.

  7 WEBEX HOST:  I am not seeing a hand raised.  

  8 MR. ROEHRICH:  Okay.

  9 MS. DANIELS:  Can you guys please provide the 

 10 code that you enter for ‐‐ if you're on the phone?  Because some 

 11 people that are on the phone don't have that hand raising 

 12 option.  I'm note sure what the code is.

 13 WEBEX HOST:  If you are calling in to the meeting 

 14 over your phone, when you hear your name called, please press 

 15 star three to raise your hand on your phone's keypad.  

 16 MS. DANIELS:  Thank you.  

 17 MR. ROEHRICH:  Randy, has anybody raised their 

 18 hand?  

 19 WEBEX HOST:  There are currently no hands raised.  

 20 MR. ROEHRICH:  Then the third speaker we have is 

 21 Mr. John Paskel.  Mr. Paskel, please raise your hand.

 22 WEBEX HOST:  There are no hands raised currently.

 23 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Floyd, we'll move on with 

 24 Item No. 1 and come back to this call to the audience later in 

 25 the agenda somewhere in case someone joins.
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  1 MR. ROEHRICH:  I will.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

  2 I do want to note, though, that all the speakers, 

  3 when they submit a request to speak, we do contact them and go 

  4 through the process of how to unmute their phone in order to 

  5 speak.  So that has been shared with all the speakers who've 

  6 requested to speak.  So for some reason if they were not able to 

  7 attend, we can follow up with them, but I just want to make sure 

  8 that we do contact all the speakers to make sure that we can 

  9 cover the process with them.  So ‐‐ but I agree with you, 

 10 Mr. Chairman.  Let's see if we can come back later and 

 11 (indiscernible) log in.  Thank you.

 12 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you.  

 13 For ‐‐ Item No. 1 for information and discussion 

 14 only, the review of State Transportation Board policies.  Floyd.  

 15 MR. ROEHRICH:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman and board 

 16 members.  As noted, statutorily, every two years the Board needs 

 17 to review, update their policies, edit and change them, delete 

 18 them, make whatever adjustments are necessary and then 

 19 re‐approve them.  Again, usually for another two‐year process.  

 20 Traditionally, that's been on an odd year that 

 21 the Board has addressed it.  There are a number of policies that 

 22 the Transportation Board does have, and all the board members 

 23 have received them, and there are 44 total.  

 24 Staff, in reviewing them and looking at them, 

 25 feel that there are no recommended staff changes to the policies 
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  1 at this time.  Realizing, though, that if Congress should pass a 

  2 new highway bill of some sort with different regulations in 

  3 there, we would have to review these policies, but until 

  4 something is passed and something becomes implemented, these 

  5 policies still stand.  

  6 So unless a board member has a recommendation or 

  7 wants to adjust any one specific, at this time we recommend 

  8 these policies stay in their current condition, the Board 

  9 approve them, and then we will just monitor any laws or 

 10 regulations moving forward if there needs to be an adjustment.  

 11 With that said, Mr. Chair, I would like to ask if 

 12 any board members want to discuss in more detail.  

 13 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Does any board member have a 

 14 question or would like to speak about a specific policy?

 15 MR. KNIGHT:  Mr. Chair, this is Board Member 

 16 Knight.

 17 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Board Member Knight, go 

 18 ahead.  

 19 MR. KNIGHT:  In reading over the policies, a 

 20 couple recommendations, but one would be ‐‐ I didn't see 

 21 anywhere in the policies, and maybe it's not necessary, but I 

 22 didn't see anywhere in the policies about the ‐‐ a communication 

 23 fiber conduit policy.  That's something that's relatively new, 

 24 something that we've just started doing, and there's nothing in 

 25 these policies whatsoever that covers anything about the fiber 
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  1 conduit that we are currently doing, and in conjunction with 

  2 preservation, modernization or expansion, and I thought maybe it 

  3 might be worthy of mention in the policies.

  4 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Good point, Gary.  Thank you.

  5 Floyd, any comment?  

  6 MR. ROEHRICH:  Yeah.  Mr. ‐‐ well, I guess ‐‐ I 

  7 guess I would like ‐‐ and whether we have that now or if you 

  8 maybe, Mr. Chairman or Mr. Knight, want to expand on it, we 

  9 view ‐‐ at this point we view fiber as part of these projects 

 10 being evaluated for where it's appropriate to put it in, just 

 11 like we do any other technical parts ‐‐ parts of a project, and 

 12 in the policy we don't state, you know, every technical element 

 13 of a project that we put in.  I realize fiber is a hot topic on 

 14 a lot of people's minds and discussion.  

 15 So, you know, this is something that we could 

 16 look at as far as if we wanted ‐‐ if the Board wanted to take a 

 17 specific stand on it or wanted to set some ‐‐ you know, some 

 18 thoughts or direction of where they would like the component at.  

 19 We're very happy to look at adding something, but my concern is 

 20 if we start adding every element and policy, you know, pretty 

 21 soon we're trying to define every project, and really the 

 22 projects need to be evaluated on their own.  

 23 If there's a general thought or policy statement 

 24 that you want to make regarding broadband, we'll be very happy 

 25 top work on that.  
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  1 MR. KNIGHT:  Well, Floyd, my only thought was 

  2 that it would probably be a good idea that we ‐‐ when ‐‐ just 

  3 talking about the conduit, the fibers are up to the private 

  4 sector, but ‐‐ for the most part, but if we put it in policy 

  5 that whenever we are doing a preservation or any kind of a 

  6 preservation that conduit be included in the project, we can 

  7 even include it so that the ‐‐ it was in the bid by the 

  8 developer or contractor in the ‐‐ put in the project so that ‐‐ 

  9 so that we automatically will get the conduit in place for 

 10 future needs.  

 11 It's become a very big issue, especially in rural 

 12 Arizona where internet service is a bit spotty, and as Jesse can 

 13 attest to, and I just thought it might be a good idea to have 

 14 something in place that would make sure that at least the 

 15 conduit was put in place whenever we ‐‐ whenever we do a project 

 16 so that we don't have to go back and put it down after a 

 17 project's been completed.  That was ‐‐ that was my thought on 

 18 it.  Thank you.  

 19 MS. DANIELS:  Chair.

 20 MR. ROEHRICH:  So, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Knight, we 

 21 actually have a state law that makes provisions for the 

 22 department to add conduit ‐‐ yeah, add the conduit, pole boxes, 

 23 the infrastructure minus the fiber, if you will, that's 

 24 available for use outside of the department, but the law is 

 25 clear that if it's for third‐party use, somebody needs to 
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  1 provide the funding.  ADOT cannot use its money for a private 

  2 venture to put in this infrastructure, because then it becomes a 

  3 violation of the gift clause, a potential violation of the gift 

  4 clause, we're giving something private industry or to private 

  5 citizens.

  6 So we do look for opportunities on projects to 

  7 put in conduit and (indiscernible), and just like we were doing 

  8 on these projects where we got draft funds and the Governor used 

  9 funds that he had available to add fiber ‐‐ conduit and fiber 

 10 for a private industry, and came from a third‐party source, and 

 11 that's what the law says.  You know, ADOT cannot use its funds 

 12 to put fiber in the infrastructure, the conduit and pole boxes 

 13 and the infrastructure for private use without having somebody 

 14 pay for it.

 15 MS. DANIELS:  Chair, this is Board Member 

 16 Daniels.

 17 CHAIRMAN STRATTON: Board Member Daniels, go 

 18 ahead.

 19 MS. DANIELS:  Thank you.  I appreciate it.  

 20 I actually love where you're going with this, 

 21 Gary, and there was adjustments to state law just recently, 

 22 through this last legislative session, that I would love to 

 23 explore this as far as what the policy should be.  

 24 So may I suggest that we work directly with Jeff 

 25 Sobotka over at the Arizona Commerce Authority, who's been 
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  1 tasked with the broadband initiative for the state, or whomever 

  2 else is the designee there?  And why don't we put together a 

  3 stakeholders' group that would allow us to really explore what 

  4 the right language is within the law, both the law, or perhaps 

  5 we need a law to change to allow us to do this?  Because I 

  6 really love the direction that you're headed here, Board Member 

  7 Knight.  

  8 So may I suggest that at part of the notion we 

  9 put together a stakeholders' group that would allow us to have 

 10 this type of discussion both with legislators, the Governor's 

 11 office and the Arizona Commerce Authority?

 12 MR. KNIGHT:  It sounds good to me.  Thank you, 

 13 Jenn.

 14 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  At this meeting, we're 

 15 discussion only.  We're not able to vote on anything, but I ‐‐ I 

 16 do agree with you.  One of the things I would like to know is 

 17 are we recovering any costs for the conduit if a private user or 

 18 provider uses our conduit?  Otherwise, that would be a gift of 

 19 public funds, I would think, unless they either give ‐‐ supply 

 20 money to ADOT or a reduced fee to the end user or something.  

 21 MS. DANIELS:  I think we can ‐‐

 22 MR. ROEHRICH:  Mr. Chair.

 23 MS. DANIELS:  Go ahead, Floyd.  

 24 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead.

 25 MR. ROEHRICH:  Yeah.  Mr. Chairman, there are 
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  1 provisions in there that if the department that if the 

  2 department does put it in, we come up with the lease cost ‐‐ a 

  3 leasing cost or some type of a cost in order to recoup the funds 

  4 necessary to, you know, purchase and install the equipment, but 

  5 not any funds or revenues above what it costs for the 

  6 installation.  

  7 We'd be very happy ‐‐ and again, as you said, 

  8 this is a study session.  There's no need for a motion.  We're 

  9 taking guidance as staff.  If the decision is that, you know, 

 10 you'd like us to further develop this issue, work with Commerce 

 11 Authority and Jeff ‐‐ we work with them on a lot of issues ‐‐ we 

 12 can definitely work on developing something to see if there is a 

 13 way to come up with a policy statement that would kind of better 

 14 attune the direction that the department, the Transportation 

 15 Board and the law allows, and then it really is complimentary 

 16 what Commerce Authority is doing and the Office of Broadband 

 17 that Jeff runs.  We're very happy to have that discussion, and 

 18 that's the guidance we'll take back from this meeting.  We will 

 19 go ahead and reach out and move forward and look at is there 

 20 something that we need to develop in this that would better 

 21 provide the guidance from the ‐‐ and the intent from Arizona 

 22 Transportation Board.  So that's the direction we will move 

 23 forward with.

 24 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Okay.  I would also like to 

 25 have Board Member Knight and Board Member Daniels be a part of 
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  1 that discussion and come back to the Board, along with staff, 

  2 with a recommendation of how we should proceed.  

  3 MR. HAMMIT:  Mr. Chair.

  4 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead.

  5 MR. HAMMIT:  This is Dallas.  In line with that, 

  6 I think it would be good that I could bring in our ‐‐ ADOT's 

  7 broadband team.  There was, as Member Daniels spoke, new 

  8 legislation this past year that allows for some trades and 

  9 swaps.  

 10 So if someone uses ADOT's right‐of‐way to put in 

 11 broadband for commercial use, there is value to that right‐of‐

 12 way, and ADOT gets some benefit for that.  We could have our 

 13 policy side along with our broadband team give the Board a 

 14 presentation to see where we're at currently, and then that 

 15 would facilitate this next round of meetings to see if we need 

 16 to go further, but I'd be happy to bring that in either under 

 17 the state engineer's report or in a special meeting.

 18 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  I think it would be good if 

 19 your broadband team could meet with Board Member Knight and 

 20 Board Member Daniels, as they have lot of good questions and 

 21 good knowledge about the subject, obviously, and that would 

 22 eliminate a lot of questions by other board members that could 

 23 be answered up front, and then at that point, when those two 

 24 board members are satisfied, bring it back to the Board under 

 25 the state engineer's report.  
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  1 Does that satisfy the rest of the Board?

  2 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Fine with me.

  3 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  And Board Member Knight and 

  4 Board Member Daniels, would you be willing to serve on that 

  5 committee, I guess, it is?

  6 MS. DANIELS:  Yeah, that would be great.  Thank 

  7 you for the opportunity.

  8 MR. KNIGHT:  Certainly, I would.

  9 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead.  Someone had a 

 10 comment.  

 11 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Chairman Stratton.

 12 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Yes, sir.

 13 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  And then board members, 

 14 staff, Floyd, you've often heard me bring up and considering 

 15 social effects and determining (indiscernible) improvement 

 16 funding source.  So I don't know where that would fit in this 

 17 policy.  Is that ‐‐ is that something that needs to be addressed 

 18 by our Legislature or could that be somewhere in this policy?

 19 MR. ROEHRICH:  So, Mr. Chairman, Mr. ‐‐ 

 20 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead, Floyd.  

 21 MR. ROEHRICH:  No, no.  It sounds like somebody a 

 22 was going to make a comment following Mr. Thompson.  Please make 

 23 your comment.

 24 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  It was me, Floyd.  Go ahead.

 25 MR. ROEHRICH:  Okay.  So, Mr. Chair, 
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  1 Mr. Thompson, I know that we've discussed this a number of times 

  2 before with the socioeconomics and the impacts of, you know, 

  3 whether it's tribal roads, county roads, private roads, but the 

  4 issue we're going to have with it, the state law doesn't allow 

  5 us to spend funds, state funds, on roads that are not state 

  6 highways or in the state system.  Federal rules might allow a 

  7 certain element of it to some degree, but the state statutes 

  8 are ‐‐ you know, prohibit some of the issues of what we 

  9 discussed before.  

 10 I think if we really wanted to talk about having 

 11 a discussion of these local routes, rural routes or tribal 

 12 routes, the discussion needs to be, in my mind, is it a 

 13 legislative issue, is ‐‐ can there ‐‐ the lobby expand it to 

 14 allow expenditures on those routes.  So are there other, you 

 15 know, programs through the BIA and federal government that may 

 16 provide funding.  I think it is definitely something to look at, 

 17 and as you, Mr. Thompson, and I have talked before, I don't 

 18 disagree with that.  There would be benefit to it, but I think 

 19 the issue we're going to run up against is these are not roads 

 20 on the state system, and therefore, we cannot spend state funds 

 21 on them.

 22 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Thank you, Floyd.  

 23 And I think to better have a justification on at 

 24 least considering my concern is to do the study on the impacts 

 25 of failing poor roads, on roads that have ‐‐ that are used by 
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  1 the school districts on a daily basis.  So that has been my 

  2 thinking all along is that we need to have a study done that 

  3 would back up our support in getting this project done.  So 

  4 again, thank you very much.

  5 MS. DANIELS:  Chairman.

  6 CHAIRMAN STRATTON: Board Member Daniels.

  7 MS. DANIELS:  Thank you.  

  8 Board Member Thompson, thank you.  That was, I 

  9 think, a helpful addition to what we should be discussing in the 

 10 stakeholders' group.  I don't want us to delve into all the 

 11 reasons why we can't do things.  I like to delve into what 

 12 challenges are we trying to solve and then figure out what state 

 13 law and other things need to change in order to make that 

 14 happen.  That's, I think, the purpose for the stakeholders' 

 15 group, so I appreciate very much the elements that you've just 

 16 brought up, and I'd love for that to get included as part of our 

 17 stakeholders' group and/or committee, whatever we end up calling 

 18 it, to address some of these challenges across the state.  

 19 Our rural ‐‐ the rural parts of our state 

 20 absolutely need to have premium access to technology, and it 

 21 will be the catalyst for economic development in many of those 

 22 areas.  So I very much appreciate that.

 23 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  At this point, board members, 

 24 I would ask that if you have any specific concerns that you get 

 25 those concerns to Board Member Knight or Board Member Daniels, 
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  1 as they'll represent us with the broadband team, and get answers 

  2 for those things and bring it back to Board at the appropriate 

  3 time with Dallas.  

  4 Does that satisfy the Board?

  5 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  I think that works.

  6 MR. KNIGHT:  It works for me.

  7 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Are there any other policies 

  8 that a board member would like to discuss?

  9 MR. KNIGHT:  Mr. Chair.

 10 MS. DANIELS:  I have one that's just recently 

 11 come up, Chair.

 12 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead, Board Member 

 13 Daniels.  

 14 MS. DANIELS:  And in all honestly, I'm not 

 15 exactly sure where this fits in, so Floyd, I'll need your 

 16 guidance on this, but there has been some discussion amongst the 

 17 development community about specifically the new ‐‐ some of the 

 18 new interchanges that are included in Prop 400 that will also be 

 19 needing additional walls and other visibility from ‐‐ or excuse 

 20 me ‐‐ noise contingency measures in different parts of our state 

 21 or particularly the valley.  

 22 I'm sort of fumbling around here, because I want 

 23 to frame this right, which is do we need to have a policy that 

 24 includes economic development opportunities as part of our wall 

 25 and landscape needs throughout the state?  So, for example, if a 
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  1 property owner adjacent to one of our highways ‐‐ let's just say 

  2 the 303, since I know there's going to be a lot of activity 

  3 along the 303, which means we may be adding sound walls and 

  4 things like that.  Are we using an economic development lens in 

  5 order to design those walls, and should it be part of the 

  6 conversation in addition to noise?  

  7 So, Floyd, guide me and direct me where I may 

  8 need help here, but I'm wondering if that needs to be part of 

  9 our policy.  

 10 MR. ROEHRICH:  So, Mr. Chairman, Ms. Daniels, we 

 11 already have a practice in place that does evaluate part of not 

 12 only the NEPA process, but also part of our environmental review 

 13 process, that when evaluating noise wall, we ‐‐ we follow the 

 14 federal law and the federal requirements because these are 

 15 federal aid projects.  It does evaluate, you know, not only the 

 16 residential need, the public need, but also the commercial 

 17 development.  That is part of what we analyze and work through 

 18 as well.  

 19 There are some very specific issues that have to 

 20 be addressed technically in order to meet the law such as 

 21 (indiscernible) and, you know, their ability (indiscernible), 

 22 you know, what is happening at each individual site.  

 23 So it does get a pretty comprehensive review, and 

 24 it is specific to each area that we analyze along the corridors.  

 25 I would be hesitant about putting something in the policy that 
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  1 then tries to provide some different guidance than the ‐‐ not 

  2 only the statute, but the practice that we have, because it is 

  3 necessary that we follow the steps in order to be federally 

  4 eligible and meet those federal requirements.  

  5 If it's just a question of board members, 

  6 Ms. Daniels, yourself and the other Board want more specifics on 

  7 that process and how it ‐‐ it is done, there's a technical 

  8 process.  That is something ADOT could provide.  To put 

  9 something in policy would ‐‐ I think would be somewhat of a 

 10 hindrance towards following the processes, the rules, the 

 11 regulations, the laws that we have to follow as part of that 

 12 process.  And ‐‐ 

 13 MS. DANIELS:  I can ‐‐ 

 14 MR. ROEHRICH:  ‐‐ we do look at economic 

 15 opportunities development as well.  I mean, that is always part 

 16 of our consideration.  

 17 MS. DANIELS:  Right.  I can appreciate that, 

 18 Floyd.  Yes, I agree.  I absolutely need to be better educated 

 19 on our process.  So if I could ask the Chair that we have that 

 20 be part of a future agenda where we ‐‐ or maybe it's just 

 21 information that's disseminated amongst the Board to help us 

 22 understand when there is community outreach or property owner 

 23 outreach, as well as city and county outreach.  

 24 I think that's ‐‐ for me, I think maybe the gap 

 25 might be communication.  I don't want to go so far as to say 
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  1 we've been doing it wrong or that we need massive adjustments, 

  2 but I would like us to include, you know, that in a future 

  3 agenda.  And I'm fine with that.  We can start with that, and if 

  4 we find we need a policy for it, we can go that direction, too, 

  5 but I'd like us to maybe get at a little bit more educated.  I 

  6 know I need to.

  7 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Floyd, can you supply Board 

  8 Member Daniels a copy of that policy so she can read it?

  9 MR. ROEHRICH:  Mr. Chairman, yes.  I'll make sure 

 10 ‐‐ absolutely.  We'll make it available to all the board 

 11 members.  You can look at it.  Then we can have this discussion, 

 12 but I do think ‐‐ I like the idea of let's have a discussion on 

 13 the processes and the practices that ADOT does go through, as 

 14 this being a technical issue, and let's present it to the Board, 

 15 and then if the Board has further questions or comments, you 

 16 know, we'll ‐‐ we can work towards answering those.

 17 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Very good.

 18 MS. DANIELS:  Thank you.

 19 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you.  

 20 Any other policies for discussion?  

 21 Okay.  Hearing none, we'll move ‐‐ 

 22 MR. KNIGHT:  Mr. Chair, this is Board Member 

 23 Knight.

 24 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Board Member Knight.

 25 MR. KNIGHT:  One other thing I'd like to bring 
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  1 up, and it's ‐‐ I don't know whether we can include it in the 

  2 policies.  I ‐‐ it's concerning succession to vice chair and 

  3 chair for District 6 and District 1.  Every six years those two 

  4 districts, at least the west half, I think, is what Mr. Meck 

  5 serves in.  Anyway, we're ‐‐ our terms are concurrent.  So 

  6 they're both up ‐‐ we both are up in the fifth year and sixth 

  7 year of our terms at the same time.  

  8 Jackie and I have discussed this and come to an 

  9 agreement for our terms, but in the future, maybe something 

 10 could be put in ‐‐ in order to make it fair for the Greater 

 11 Arizona districts, and District 6 includes four counties, all 

 12 rural, so maybe to make it a little more fair, if we ‐‐ if we 

 13 put it in the policy that the ‐‐ District 6 would have the first 

 14 right of refusal so that the rural districts, the rural counties 

 15 would get their turn at being vice chair and chair.  

 16 Board Member Daniels, who has the other half of 

 17 Maricopa County, is always going to get her turn.  So Maricopa 

 18 County is always going to get their turn with her term in 

 19 office.  However, it's possible that District 6 would not, and 

 20 that I don't believe is fair to the Greater Yuma or Greater ‐‐ 

 21 Greater Arizona districts of which there are four.  But if 

 22 something could be put in policy to kind of define, okay, when 

 23 it comes up that those two concurrent terms are up for vice 

 24 chair and chair that the rural district would have first right 

 25 of refusal, and if he doesn't want it, it can then go to the 
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  1 Maricopa board member.  Just a suggestion.

  2 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Board Member Knight, and 

  3 Floyd, correct me if I'm wrong, but in my 20‐plus years of 

  4 following this Board and having sat on the Board itself, it has 

  5 always been a written policy that the two Maricopa seats would 

  6 decide among them who would become chair and who would pass, and 

  7 it's always been that all the other districts have served as the 

  8 vice chair and chair.  Floyd, is that ‐‐ 

  9 MR. ROEHRICH:  Mr. Chairman ‐‐ 

 10 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Am I missing something?

 11 MR. ROEHRICH:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Knight, what the 

 12 ‐‐ traditionally what the Board has done is that the two board 

 13 members that share the same year of their term, they've actually 

 14 worked it out.  They have beside themselves come to an agreement 

 15 on what ‐‐ how they would want to do it in that year.  It's not 

 16 to prevent anyone in the eventual area ‐‐ in the individual 

 17 district.  It has been the two members who share ‐‐ share that 

 18 year.  Because by statute, they both qualify to be vice chair 

 19 and chair.  

 20 So on that regard, and I know I've had some 

 21 conversation, in the past the Board has not wanted to address 

 22 something in policy, one, because they didn't want to, you know, 

 23 set something that future boards would have to address, because 

 24 I mean, it's in policy.  You can always change it.  So it really 

 25 ‐‐ it's always been up to the board members how they have wanted 
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  1 to address it, and they've always come to some arrangement or 

  2 some agreement.  I don't know ‐‐ 

  3 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Floyd, let me ask you ‐‐ 

  4 MR. ROEHRICH:  ‐‐ if there's anything statutorily 

  5 that ‐‐ Michelle Kunzman's on the line.  I don't know if you 

  6 want to try to ask her to put something together and follow up 

  7 and send something to the board members regarding that.  But we 

  8 have to make sure we're within the statutes, and then ‐‐ and 

  9 adhere to whatever the Board feels is how they want to address 

 10 that.

 11 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Floyd, let me ask you this:  

 12 If ‐‐ and I've never seen this, but if both board members wanted 

 13 to be vice chair and chair, how would that be decided?  By the 

 14 Board?

 15 MR. ROEHRICH:  Like I said, in the past we've 

 16 told the two board members ‐‐ the two board members have met 

 17 separately and come up with an agreement, and it's never gone to 

 18 the Board for some other disposition.  It always kind of works 

 19 itself out.  

 20 And there have been times where we've had, you 

 21 know, a board member change over, so there was a gap in there, 

 22 and coincidentally, it allows, you know, the two board members, 

 23 one to be chair and then vice chair, based upon the ‐‐ that 

 24 there was a gap in the Board appointments.  But the Board ‐‐ in 

 25 my time on this, the Board has never addressed this.  It's 
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  1 always been the two board members that share that year have come 

  2 to an agreement.

  3 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Gary.

  4 MR. KNIGHT:  Well, I was just trying to forego 

  5 any future ‐‐ I mean, Mr. Meck and I have already discussed it 

  6 and have come to an agreement, but ‐‐ so it doesn't ‐‐ it's not 

  7 for this year or next year or the year after, but for future 

  8 boards, it's kind of a gray area that's up in the air that to 

  9 me, if it were a little more defined by the ‐‐ by policy, and it 

 10 didn't seem quite fair that the rural board member would lose 

 11 his chance to be vice chair or chair when Maricopa already has a 

 12 board member that is definitely going to serve as vice chair and 

 13 chair, because they have a stand‐alone ‐‐ a stand‐alone term.  

 14 So I was just ‐‐ I just thought it would be good 

 15 to have a policy that was more definitive, and by making it 

 16 first right of refusal, then the ‐‐ if the rural board member 

 17 didn't want to be chair or vice chair, he just refuses it and it 

 18 goes to the ‐‐ it goes to Maricopa.  

 19 So, you know, I was just trying to make it a 

 20 little clearer than ‐‐ it seems kind of like it's a gray area, 

 21 although Mr. Meck and I had no trouble coming to an agreement on 

 22 how we want to do this.  So anyway, I just thought it would be a 

 23 good idea to get it out and define it.

 24 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Comments from other board 

 25 members?  
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  1 MR. MECK:  Board Member Meck.

  2 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead, Mr. Meck.  

  3 MR. MECK:  Yes.  I just want to second what Board 

  4 Member Knight said.  I have no problem.  I'm new on the board, 

  5 so obviously I don't know enough to be a board member vice chair 

  6 or chairman.  So I suggested to him I would not be looking 

  7 forward to becoming a vice chair or chair.  So, you know, we 

  8 worked it out fine.  He can do it.  I have no desire to become 

  9 that.  I have too much ‐‐ too much to learn before I got to that 

 10 point.  

 11 So I agree with him.  As far as I'm concerned in 

 12 my particular case, I have no problem with him becoming the vice 

 13 chair or the chair.  So I just throw that out.  We talked about 

 14 it yesterday.  I have no problem with that whatsoever.  So 

 15 that's just a thought.

 16 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Board Member Meck.  

 17 Any other comments?

 18 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Chairman.

 19 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead.

 20 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Floyd, I'm not too 

 21 knowledgeable about the history of the Board, but has there ‐‐ 

 22 has it ever been handled differently from the way it's being 

 23 done right now?

 24 MR. ROEHRICH:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Thompson, again, 

 25 we have different situations depending upon what the two board 
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  1 members would come to on an agreement, and so there have been, 

  2 you know, different aspects to how they agree to do it, but it 

  3 has been within the statute ‐‐ definition of the statute, but it 

  4 has been up to the board members.  And we have had a situation 

  5 similar where another member was busy, which he had started his 

  6 own business and had, you know, a young family and stuff and did 

  7 not want the extra time of being chair.  So he said I don't even 

  8 want to be vice chair.  Again, that is their right, and that's 

  9 what the two board members have to decide how it works for them.  

 10 So we've had a couple different situations, but it's been 

 11 dependent upon what the two board members have agreed upon.

 12 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Thank you, Floyd.  Thank 

 13 you, Chair.

 14 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you.  

 15 Any further questions for Floyd?  

 16 Gary, I think this warrants a little off ‐‐ 

 17 off‐camera discussion, possibly, before we proceed any 

 18 differently.

 19 MR. KNIGHT:  That's fine.  I just wanted to bring 

 20 it up for discussion and that's what we're doing.

 21 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you.  I appreciate it. 

 22 Maybe you and I can visit in Wickenburg a little bit.

 23 Any other questions for Floyd on any policies?  

 24 Hearing none, we'll move on to Item No. 2, 

 25 discussion of ADOT procurement processes.  This is for 
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  1 information and discussion only.  Dallas Hammit.

  2 MR. HAMMIT:  Good morning, Mr. Chair.  I'm going 

  3 to try to share my screen.  And, Mr. Chair, before I get going, 

  4 can you see a title ‐‐ screen saying Types of ADOT Procurements?  

  5 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Yes.

  6 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Yes.  

  7 MR. HAMMIT:  All right.  I did it right this 

  8 time.  

  9 What I want to do was a response to a question, 

 10 what types of procurements does ADOT do, and what parts of the 

 11 department oversee those procurements as well as what the 

 12 decision ‐‐ who makes those decisions, who award the projects 

 13 and goes from there, so...  There we go.  

 14 So a lot of our procurements and the vast 

 15 majority of the regular are through the ADOT procurement office.  

 16 This office is ‐‐ that ADOT procurement officer is actually a 

 17 staff member of the Department of Administration.  They support 

 18 ADOT but work for the state procurement office.  

 19 Examples of stuff that they oversee, as simple as 

 20 office supplies, contracts for services, from janitorial to 

 21 roadway maintenance and a lot in between.  They also see 

 22 projects.  It could be a building project, construction, 

 23 reconstruction and some maintenance items.  The group also ‐‐ 

 24 let's see.  There it goes.  Software is a big one that we ‐‐ 

 25 that goes through our state procurement office, and a couple of 
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  1 others that go through there.  All of this is governed under the 

  2 Arizona Procurement Code under Title 28, Chapter 23, and I 

  3 believe you all got that link.

  4 A couple other areas.  Two other areas within the 

  5 department that do procurements.  The first one is our 

  6 engineering consultant services group.  This group does 

  7 procurements that ‐‐ for professional services ‐‐ and I'll go 

  8 through a little bit more in a second ‐‐ and our contracts and 

  9 specifications, and they do contracts, construction contracts.  

 10 Both of them are exempt from the State Procurement Code.  

 11 What does that mean?  Under the State Procurement 

 12 Code, Title ‐‐ ARS 41‐2501(J), the State Transportation Board 

 13 and the director of the Department of Transportation are exempt 

 14 from this chapter, which is Chapter 23, other than in sections 

 15 41‐2517 and 41‐2586.  They are subject to Title 28, Chapter 20, 

 16 Code 2 of the Federal Regulations, Section 200.317 of the 

 17 Procurement Code.  

 18 Four specific areas, and I'm going to go through 

 19 those areas, and this is right out of the code.  So the 

 20 exemptions include all items of:  Construction, reconstruction, 

 21 rehabilitation, preservation or improvements undertaken on the 

 22 state ‐‐ or on the highway infrastructure; engineering services 

 23 and other work or activity to carry out engineering services 

 24 related to highway infrastructure; right‐of‐way services related 

 25 to land titles, appraisals, real property acquisitions, 
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  1 relocation services, property management and facility design; 

  2 and any other construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, 

  3 preservation or improvement activity that is required pursuant 

  4 to Title 28 ‐‐ or pursuant to Title 28, Chapter 20, procurements 

  5 for those on the state highway system.

  6 So what ‐‐ basically, all of those go in and say 

  7 for the ‐‐ our programs that we undertake on the ‐‐ more of the 

  8 transportation side, there is an exemption that gives the Board 

  9 the authority, or the director, depending on which the case is, 

 10 instead of the state procurement office.  And he gives some 

 11 examples real quick.  

 12 In our Multimodal Planning Division are planning 

 13 studies.  These are done both or some of them are programmed by 

 14 the Board such as the I‐10 project, our bigger ones, depending 

 15 on funding.  The Board programs those.  We go through our 

 16 engineering consultant services, and they are approved by the 

 17 director or his designee.  So the Board doesn't approve those 

 18 contracts.  They program the funds.  So that's where the Board's 

 19 involvement on those.

 20 There's also research studies.  Those do not go 

 21 to the Board or the five‐year program.  There was planning 

 22 dollars, and those go through the state procurement officer.  

 23 Same way with our transportation data gathering, our long‐range 

 24 plan.  We're using ‐‐ we're not doing engineering.  It's 

 25 planning, so that is not a part of the exemption.  Those ‐‐ we 
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  1 use planning dollars, and we go through the state procurement 

  2 officer.  And there are a few others in transit and aeronautics 

  3 that also go through our state procurement officer.

  4 Five‐year program, professional services, 

  5 engineering design.  The Board programs those funds.  Right‐of‐

  6 way, again, the Board programs.  Environmental studies, utility 

  7 clearances, and there's a few others, but in these cases the 

  8 Board programs, but through the director and his designee that 

  9 designates to ‐‐ he delegates it to me, and depending on the 

 10 dollar amount, I delegate it to our manager.  They actually sign 

 11 the contracts on these professional services.  They do not come 

 12 up to the Board.  

 13 Construction projects.  New construction, we have 

 14 a rehabilitation project, bridge projects, modernization 

 15 projects.  These projects not only are programmed by the Board, 

 16 but every month as we do that, the Board awards these projects.  

 17 So in this case, if there ‐‐ if we are using funds out of the 

 18 five‐year program, they are not only programmed by the Board, 

 19 but you as a board award these projects, as we do every month.  

 20 And there are a few others.  Anything that's programmed with 

 21 five‐year program funds comes up to the Board.  

 22 Maintenance activities.  We do maintenance 

 23 projects, and these are funded under the maintenance special 

 24 line item.  They could be actual contracts, and in this case, 

 25 these contracts are ‐‐ they do not come to the Board for either 
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  1 programming or award.  Since they are out of the special line 

  2 item, not the five‐year program, the department goes through the 

  3 process following the rules, but those are awarded by the 

  4 department.  It can go through the procurement office.  

  5 Sometimes we go through our contracts and specifications on 

  6 those, whichever way is appropriate.

  7 We also procure goods and services with those 

  8 maintenance activities.  We buy guardrail or salt for snow 

  9 plowing, but in those cases, the ‐‐ since it's a purchase of 

 10 goods, every time those must go through the state procurement 

 11 officer or ADOT's procurement under the direction of the state 

 12 procurement officer.  

 13 So I went through a lot of information quick, but 

 14 I figured there would be questions, so I wanted to give plenty 

 15 of time for that.

 16 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Does anyone have a question 

 17 for Dallas?  Any board member?

 18 MR. MECK:  Board Member Meck.

 19 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead, Board Member Meck.

 20 MR. MECK:  This may not be under this particular 

 21 title as ‐‐ and maybe this is something Kristine would answer.  

 22 I just was curious.  We've had all of these rains the last 

 23 couple of months where it's emergency, that we go in and clean 

 24 up, of course, the culverts or it's covered up the roads or 

 25 whatever.  That doesn't necessarily come to the Board.  
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  1 Where does that money ‐‐ is that set aside in a 

  2 budget last year for this year or whatever?  Is that emergency 

  3 funds available through something that the Board's approved in 

  4 the past?  How is that handled?  I don't see that here.  Maybe 

  5 that's under one of the other categories, but where does that 

  6 money come from?  Who's the authority that says we've got to go 

  7 clean it?  And we need to clean it, because you need to move 

  8 traffic, but just curious.  Thank you.

  9 MR. HAMMIT:  Mr. Chairman, Member Meck, where we 

 10 do that, first, depending on the size of the event.  Let's say 

 11 it is a ‐‐ not an extraordinary event.  It's a regular rainfall 

 12 that clogs up.  Those are done out of our maintenance program.  

 13 So we have an allocation from the Legislature for a special line 

 14 item for maintenance, and that's where those activities are paid 

 15 for, out of our maintenance allocation.

 16 As presented, I think, last month or the month 

 17 before last, if it rises to a major event, one of the criteria 

 18 is a declaration of an emergency, such as what we saw with a 

 19 couple of the major storms or fires, and the damage to that 

 20 section is over 700,000, we can apply for federal emergency 

 21 relief, but if it's just a normal event and we have to do 

 22 maintenance, that comes out of our maintenance budget.  

 23 Did that answer your question, sir?  

 24 MR. MECK:  Yes, it does, Board Chair and Dallas.  

 25 Thank you.
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  1 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you Board, Member Meck.  

  2 Any other questions for Dallas?

  3 MS. DANIELS:  This is Jenn Daniels.

  4 CHAIRMAN STRATTON: Board Member Daniels.

  5 MS. DANIELS:  Thank you.  

  6 Dallas, I've been so excited about this 

  7 presentation, and you did deliver.  So thank you so much.  I 

  8 really appreciate it.  I know that I gave you guys a long list a 

  9 while ago, and I appreciate the follow‐up and intention behind 

 10 this.  

 11 Just a couple of questions when procurement is 

 12 coming out of the office of the administrator at the state 

 13 level.  Are those individuals sort of trained and ingrained 

 14 within ADOT or are they, let's say, in an office far away, and 

 15 sort of what are their technical skills?  

 16 And I'll give you the background as to why I'm 

 17 asking that.  There was some procurement not too long ago that 

 18 was using some what we would call brand name specifics or 

 19 components versus a generic ‐‐ a generic, specific type.  So 

 20 brand name versus generic.  If we can get the same product with 

 21 a generic spec as we can with a brand name spec, obviously the 

 22 generic spec is going to give us a better deal, if you will, 

 23 price point.  And there was some confusion about that, and since 

 24 I know that the MAG Technical Committee has sort of outlined 

 25 what those specifications can be, the question really was, well, 
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  1 why did we use brand name specific specs?  So I sort of throw 

  2 that to you to say are these individuals ingrained within the 

  3 department and are they ‐‐ are they given, I guess, instructions 

  4 from ADOT on how to write the procurement?  The RFP.

  5 MR. HAMMIT:  Mr. Chairman ‐‐ Mr. Chairman, 

  6 Ms. Daniels, there ‐‐ our people vetted within ADOT as the ADOT 

  7 procurement office.  They ‐‐ they have two masters, basically, 

  8 the department, as well as ADOA.  They have to meet those 

  9 requirements.  But as we develop the procurements, the technical 

 10 requirements come from the ADOT team.  

 11 One of the challenges that I work with regularly, 

 12 you know, if I'm ‐‐ my maintenance supervisor's looking for 

 13 something, you know, if he finds something that really works for 

 14 you, a lot of times they would prefer to use brand X, because 

 15 they know it's worked every time.  The generic, in their mind, 

 16 may not have.  That is something that sometimes goes through, 

 17 and we work with our teams to not have a specific item.  We look 

 18 to have it as broad as possible, but in some cases it does slip 

 19 through that a technical person asks for something specific.  

 20 When it's brought to our attention through the 

 21 procurement, usually there's a question‐and‐answer period.  We 

 22 review that, and if we can't make a determination that there is 

 23 not ‐‐ you know, sometimes there is only ‐‐ there is not an 

 24 equal, but it ‐‐ most of the time there is.  Then we go back, 

 25 rewrite, doing an addendum to the procurement and open it up.  

34

Page 47 of 246



  1 But to answer your question specifically, they work very closely 

  2 with the department and the technical people there.

  3 MS. DANIELS:  Thank you.  

  4 Just as a follow‐up to that, why wouldn't we just 

  5 do a sole source, if that's the case, since most of these 

  6 products are ‐‐ if they're brand specific, are going to be ‐‐ 

  7 you know, there's only going to be one authorized dealer or, you 

  8 know, a distributor of that product in a state?  Why would we ‐‐ 

  9 why would ‐‐ and my thought process on it is I certainly don't 

 10 want to waste, you know, company or business time applying for 

 11 or responding to an RFP if the intention from ADOT is to use a 

 12 specific ‐‐ like, I totally get the idea of using, you know, a 

 13 brand or a specific on ‐‐ in certain instances.  So why wouldn't 

 14 we just do a sole source rather than, you know, sort of making 

 15 it look like we're open to different products?

 16 MR. HAMMIT:  Mr. Chair, Ms. Daniels, in cases 

 17 where there is not a true equal, we do sole source it, but when 

 18 there is, we do open it up, and these are price competitive.  So 

 19 they're not ‐‐ in these maintenance contracts, such as like an 

 20 oil or something.  Those are price competitive if we open it up.  

 21 So it is not a ‐‐ an evaluation that, you know, a judgment picks 

 22 the products.  Once we adverse it, it is a price ‐‐ who gives us 

 23 the best price and delivers within those requirements.  So it 

 24 isn't that even if I like, you know, Chevy better than Ford, but 

 25 if they're both an equal vehicle, we put it out there and who 
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  1 gives us the best price, we use that ‐‐ that item.  And I don't 

  2 have a pick on Chevys and Fords, just for the record.

  3 MS. DANIELS:  That wasn't my next question, but 

  4 I'm glad you clarified.  

  5 MR. SEARLE:  That's because he drives a Dodge.  

  6 MR. HAMMIT:  I do like those Lucid vehicles, 

  7 though.  Those are very nice.

  8 MS. DANIELS:  We're going to need to change the 

  9 speed limits on all of our highways when Lucid ‐‐ when the Lucid 

 10 vehicles come out.

 11 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Any other questions for 

 12 Mr. Hammit?  

 13 Dallas, you got off pretty easy today, it looks 

 14 like.  

 15 MR. HAMMIT:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.

 16 MS. DANIELS:  Dallas, can you can distribute that 

 17 presentation for us?  I think you already did, actually.  I 

 18 think we have it.  Never mind.  I just remembered I saw it.  

 19 Thank you.

 20 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  If there's no other questions 

 21 for Dallas, we'll move on to Item No. 3, transportation revenue 

 22 estimating process.  Kristine Ward.

 23 MS. WARD:  Good morning, board members.  So I 

 24 regret that I don't have the nice pictures that Dallas had here.  

 25 I thought about putting in something on Snoop Dogg since we're 
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  1 going to be discussing the RAP process, but I held off.  

  2 If you will turn to my next slide, I appreciate 

  3 it.  I'm not sure ‐‐ I don't remember who's doing the slide 

  4 changes, but thank you.  

  5 So ‐‐ 

  6 WEBEX HOST:  It's Randy.

  7 MS. WARD:  Randy.  I'm sorry.  Thank you.  

  8 So the topics we're going to cover today, the 

  9 topics that you requested in terms of what our revenue 

 10 forecasting process is, I thought it would be good to first go 

 11 over our fund sources, what fund sources are supporting the 

 12 five‐year construction program, then give you a little 

 13 background on the forecasting process, ADOT's forecasting 

 14 process, who's involved in that process.  I know I've mentioned 

 15 that to you before, but we'll go over that quickly.  

 16 We'll look at the inputs to the process and the 

 17 outputs from the process, talk about the accuracy of that 

 18 process and that ‐‐ and the benefits.  So if we can go to the 

 19 next slide.  

 20 So the sources of funding that support the 

 21 five‐year construction program are ‐‐ we've got the state 

 22 highway ‐‐ Highway User Revenue Fund, which ‐‐ of which 

 23 distributes to many beneficiaries, one of them the State Highway 

 24 Fund, which ultimately is the funding that goes in to support 

 25 the program.  We've got the Regional Area Road Fund and the 
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  1 freeway funds, those dollars out of the Regional Area Road Fund 

  2 that are designated for the freeways.  We are ‐‐ those are 

  3 dollars that are supporting the overall program.  We have 

  4 federal funds supporting the program, and then we have other 

  5 funding that comes in from grants, appropriations and, you know, 

  6 private funding occasionally.  

  7 The Highway User Revenue Fund and the Regional 

  8 Area Road Fund are the only ones that we utilize what we call 

  9 the risk analysis process on.  And you ‐‐ the question I can 

 10 imagine rising in your mind is ‐‐ particularly on the federal 

 11 funds, is why don't we have that in a formal forecasting 

 12 process?  The reason for that is because those funds are subject 

 13 to Congress.  So to try and forecast federal funds means to try 

 14 to forecast congressional action, and that is not something that 

 15 folks tend to be very successful at.  

 16 You combine the fact that it's subject to 

 17 Congressional, you know, appropriation with the fact that the 

 18 fund source that actually supports the Highway Trust Fund, that 

 19 provides our federal funding, the Highway Trust Fund has been in 

 20 a deficit position for years.  So if we were to ‐‐ and that 

 21 deficit position has been supported by Congressional action 

 22 infusing the Highway Trust Fund with Federal General Fund 

 23 dollars to keep it whole.  

 24 So if we were to actually forecast it ‐‐ federal 

 25 funds and we looked at the federal funding source, the Highway 
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  1 Trust Fund supporting the program, well, it could be a 

  2 depressing endeavor, and we would most likely project a cut in 

  3 ‐‐ routine cuts to that program.

  4 What we have done with federal funding, because 

  5 we've got this ‐‐ these variables that are unpredictable, what 

  6 we ‐‐ the approach we have taken and what I've reported in the 

  7 past is we generally, unless we have a long‐term reauthorization 

  8 in place which provides some sort of escalator year by year to 

  9 federal funds, we just generally flatline the funds and assume 

 10 that our funding levels will remain the same as the preceding 

 11 year.  

 12 The reason we don't incorporate other funding ‐‐ 

 13 these other funding items in is because, likewise, like ‐‐ take, 

 14 for instance, grants.  Those are something we apply for.  We 

 15 don't know whether we're going to actually get awarded.  

 16 Appropriations, similar.  That is predicting the Legislature, 

 17 and that tends to come and go.  Funding from the Legislature 

 18 tends to come and go based on the funding status for the State.  

 19 And then private funding.  We don't ‐‐ again, that's not 

 20 something we routinely see and can have variables that we can 

 21 predict.  

 22 Moving on to the next slide.

 23 So a little bit of background on the process, the 

 24 risk analysis process.  So it's the process we use to forecast 

 25 revenues.  It was originally developed in the 1980s, but 
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  1 ultimately perfected in the early '90s, but it was developed ‐‐ 

  2 originally developed with ‐‐ in collaboration with U of A and 

  3 ASU.  Ultimately, in the early '90s is when the process was kind 

  4 of perfected, and the process you saw then would have been very 

  5 similar to the process you see now.  It's an annual process.  

  6 Our forecasting takes place annual ‐‐ annually.  It involves a 

  7 number of economists, transportation experts and consultants.  

  8 The model is based on a number ‐‐ incorporates a 

  9 number of variables that we have found that correlate with the 

 10 major components of revenues that flow into HURF and RARF.  So 

 11 what do I mean by that?  The major components that flow in, the 

 12 major revenue sources that flow in to, let's say, HURF, are gas 

 13 taxes, diesel fuel taxes, vehicle license taxes.  So there are a 

 14 number of variables that ‐‐ in working with the consultant that 

 15 we have found correlate to those major funding sources.  

 16 And those ‐‐ let me see.  I have another slide on 

 17 that.  Let's go ‐‐ one more point is ultimately what we get from 

 18 this is a 20‐year forecast.  We're focused primarily on the 

 19 second year through the tenth year.  But let me give you a 

 20 little bit more on those variables.  

 21 If you'll go to the next slide.  Actually, it 

 22 will be a couple of slides forward, but let's ‐‐ we'll go over 

 23 participants first.  I apologize.

 24 So who's involved in the RAP ‐‐ the RAP process, 

 25 the risk analysis process, is a series of transportation and 
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  1 revenue forecasting experts.  So we've got representation from 

  2 MAG.  A transportation professional.  We've got representation 

  3 from the City of Peoria, a former JLBC fiscal specialist.  We've 

  4 got current JLBC representation, as well as a former 

  5 professional from the treasurer's office.  We have the Office of 

  6 Economic Opportunity, an economist there.  An economist from a 

  7 private group, VisionEcon.  We have the Elliott Pollack Company, 

  8 an economist.  We have ASU economists on board that provide us 

  9 feedback.  Those are ‐‐ those same folks are also in ‐‐ are 

 10 contracted by the Governor's Budget Office, and then we have a 

 11 consultant onboard, in this case HDR, and an economist there 

 12 that's contracted to develop and run the forecasting model for 

 13 ADOT.  

 14 What you're looking at right now is the 

 15 participants for the 2021 panel that was convened in August, and 

 16 of that panel, three of them are also Western Blue Chip analysts 

 17 that do regional forecasting.  

 18 Moving on to the next slide, please.  

 19 So in terms of the consultants that participate, 

 20 HDR ‐‐ I wanted to let you know ‐‐ I wanted to provide this for 

 21 you so you could see the quality of the people that are 

 22 participating in the process.  In the case of HDR, global 

 23 company.  We do actually utilize them for a number of services 

 24 within the department, but in this particular case we're 

 25 utilizing their economic, financial and statistical analysis.  
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  1 They update our HURF and RARF forecasting models.  

  2 They look at the variables that we consider and 

  3 had found to be correlative to predicting revenues for our major 

  4 funding source ‐‐ major revenue categories, and they use 

  5 those ‐‐ ultimately use the forecasts provided by the RAP panel, 

  6 those participants you saw in the previous slide, and HDR 

  7 performance a Monte Carlo simulation, of which the results are 

  8 revenue estimates associated with a series of probabilities.  

  9 And I'll be able to show you that a little better here in a 

 10 minute, the next moment or so.

 11 The primary ‐‐ the economist we've been working 

 12 with for a few years now, the entire time I've been with the 

 13 department, is an applied economist, extensive experience, and 

 14 ultimately the proof is in the accuracy, and so we'll cover that 

 15 here a little later as well.

 16 But the experience ‐‐ the experience of these 

 17 participants has proven not only highly valuable, and we are 

 18 very appreciative because those panelists volunteer their time.  

 19 HDR, we pay them.  But those panelists have proven quite 

 20 accurate over time, so this process.  

 21 So let's go on to the next slide.  

 22 So now I've got my variables, my slide on 

 23 variables.  

 24 Let me pause.  Do we have any questions thus far?  

 25 Okay.  It's very quiet, so I'm going to ‐‐ 
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  1 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Any questions from board 

  2 members?  Hearing none, Kristine, continue.

  3 MS. WARD:  Thank you, sir.

  4 MR. SEARLE:  Steve, this is Richard.  I need to 

  5 take off, so Kristine, appreciate the information, and I'll 

  6 visit with you guys later.  

  7 MS. WARD:  Very good, sir.  Have a good day.

  8 MR. SEARLE:  Thank you.

  9 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Board Member 

 10 Searle. We'll see you next meeting.  

 11 Kristine.

 12 MS. WARD:  All right.  So I had mentioned earlier 

 13 that there are a number of variables that are forecasted by the 

 14 panelists, and those are variables that have been determined to 

 15 have a correlative relationship to the revenue sources that feed 

 16 into HURF:  Gas tax, VLT, use fuel.  In the case of RARF:  

 17 Retail sales, restaurant and bar, rental of personal property.  

 18 So we take those variables that you see before 

 19 you, and we'll look at HURF now, and one of the variables that 

 20 feeds into HURF and actually also feeds into the RARF forecast 

 21 is non‐farm employment.  So employment.  Personal income is 

 22 considered when ‐‐ and folds into the model.  Population growth.  

 23 And I'm reviewing HURF right now.  Gas prices, use ‐‐ diesel 

 24 prices, and also what we find in terms of the fleet's fuel 

 25 economy, and those numbers are actually national in nature.  
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  1 Flowing in at variables that contribute to the 

  2 RARF forecast, you can see here again personal income is also 

  3 incorporated here, population.  Because we have contractor 

  4 revenue flowing in, construction employment is also considered 

  5 in the RARF forecast, and as well as the 30‐year morgue rates, 

  6 and then, also, we consider airport passenger traffic that comes 

  7 through Phoenix Sky Harbor.

  8 Moving on to the next slide.

  9 What this shows you is a sample of panelists' 

 10 input.  So if you look on the left side, you'll see the listing 

 11 of each of the panelists.  You'll see ‐‐ at the very top, you'll 

 12 see that these are the panelists' input for ‐‐ associated with 

 13 Arizona personal income growth.  So this is their forecast.  

 14 Remember, I told you the forecast covered a 20‐year period.  

 15 These are the forecasts by year, the growth rates that each 

 16 panelist provided us associated with personal income growth.  

 17 Moving on to the next slide.

 18 Once all of those ‐‐ all of the panelists' data 

 19 are aggregated for all of the variables, those are then passed 

 20 over ‐‐ they're ‐‐ ultimately, they're passed over to HDR.  HDR 

 21 is the one that actually ‐‐ the consultant aggregates those and 

 22 runs a Monte Carlo simulation, and this is where I was 

 23 mentioning before that from that simulation, revenue estimates 

 24 are generated for the various likelihood of those revenues 

 25 actually manifesting.  So what do I ‐‐ let me see if I can make 
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  1 that a little more clear.

  2 They will give us a revenue estimate ‐‐ the ones 

  3 before you, actually, we'll use 2009, and let's say that first 

  4 number for fiscal year 2010.  The 2009 RAP panel result resulted 

  5 in a HURF forecast of $1.2 million ‐‐ billion.  $1,247,800,000.  

  6 That is the ‐‐ there is an estimate that 50 percent ‐‐ we are 

  7 saying that it is 50 percent probable that that is the revenues 

  8 that will manifest for year 2010 when this was completed.  

  9 So it basically gives you, for different 

 10 probabilities, 45 percent probability, 50 percent probability, 

 11 60 percent probability, and it goes all the way, the full range, 

 12 based on each of these probabilities, this is the revenue that 

 13 we anticipate will be realized.  

 14 What you're seeing here is the 2009, the results 

 15 from the 2009 panel for the period forecast, and I don't think 

 16 we covered the full 20‐year period, the 2010 panel, the results 

 17 from the 2010 panel for the HURF forecast and the results from 

 18 the 2011 panel.  So we're convening the panel every year, and 

 19 you'll see that 2009 is highlighted, and the reason we did this 

 20 is because of the next slide.  We want to look at the ‐‐ 

 21 ultimately the accuracy of the panelists' forecasts.

 22 Each year we are forecasting that ‐‐ that 20‐year 

 23 period.  So what you see here is that in FY 2010, the RAP panel 

 24 forecast for the future, ten‐year future, 2019, only varied from 

 25 the actual revenues realized by 2.9 percent.  What this ‐‐ 
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  1 between 2010 and 2018, the RAP panel forecasts have all fallen 

  2 within plus or minus 5 percent.  So they are forecasting ‐‐ we 

  3 are forecasting many years into the future, and what we are 

  4 finding is that the consistency and reliability of those 

  5 forecasts ‐‐ those forecasts have been very consistent and 

  6 reliable and within a very small margin of error.

  7 Similarly, on the next slide, this represents 

  8 HURF, but on the next slide, this represents the forecasts for 

  9 the Regional Area Road Fund, and between 2010 and 2018, this 

 10 process generated forecasts for ‐‐ that range for 2019 that 

 11 ranged between plus or minus 3 percent.  So the point here is 

 12 that these forecasts, this process has consistently generated 

 13 very reliable, stable forecasts for the department to then be 

 14 able to say this is the financial basis on which you ‐‐ the 

 15 Board can then program what projects to build into the five‐year 

 16 program.

 17 Next slide, please.  

 18 So the benefits of the process are that it 

 19 involves ‐‐ it involves multiple stakeholders that are 

 20 transportation and ‐‐ revenue forecasting experts.  It uses very 

 21 well‐known forecasting methods and statistical methods, and I 

 22 think this is critical ‐‐ it provide ‐‐ it's a very objective 

 23 process.  No one ‐‐ no one person or entity influences the 

 24 process, and perhaps it is ‐‐ leading to it ‐‐ it is just purely 

 25 data based, and it generates accurate results.
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  1 It's also recognized by the bond rating agencies 

  2 as very stable and effective.  Every time we do a bond issue, 

  3 one of the steps in that issue is to sit down with the rating 

  4 agencies and explain this process to them, and it is 

  5 consistently well received.  

  6 Now, there are a few of you that have joined the 

  7 Board since the pandemic.  Actually, just not long after the 

  8 pandemic, and I will say that forecasting with the ‐‐ under the 

  9 umbrella of a pandemic has been very difficult.  So the only 

 10 times that we have really seen some very large variations is 

 11 when we kind of have had these structural breaks in data, these 

 12 anomalies that have manifested.  

 13 If you went back to the Great Recession and 

 14 looked ‐‐ in fact, on those previous slides, you would have seen 

 15 it.  In 2008 ‐‐ in 2008 the forecasting was off as we went into 

 16 the Great Recession.  But historically, when you set those 

 17 anomalies aside, when you set the Great Recession aside, when 

 18 you set the pandemic, the global pandemic aside, what we have 

 19 experienced is a very stable, reliable and accurate process for 

 20 forecasting the revenues on which the program is based.  

 21 With that, if we can go to the next slide, I'd be 

 22 happy to take any questions.  Again, I wish I had some nice 

 23 pictures like Dallas.  He ended so well.

 24 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Does any board member have a 

 25 question for Kristine?
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  1 MR. MAXWELL:  Mr. Chair.

  2 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead.

  3 MR. MAXWELL:  Kristine, thank you for the 

  4 briefing in all things.  It scares me a little bit, you know, 

  5 the use of poker chips and Monte Carlo simulations, but that's 

  6 okay.  As a gambler, I think that's okay.  

  7 So the forecasts then obviously are used and it's 

  8 what we put into the five‐year plan and how ‐‐ going forward, 

  9 but, for example, just recently the State's budget estimation 

 10 came in with in excess of, I think, $690 million.  

 11 Does any of that ‐‐ when we do our forecasting 

 12 does any of the ‐‐ when the performance is higher from the 

 13 State's budget, does any of that come back to us, or is it 

 14 purely only if the HURF and some of the other items that are 

 15 directly (indiscernible) come back to us do we see a difference 

 16 in funding?  

 17 MS. WARD:  So, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Meck ‐‐

 18 MR. MAXWELL:  Maxwell.  I'm the new guy.

 19 MS. WARD:  Maxwell.  I'm very sorry, sir.  

 20 MR. MAXWELL:  That's no problem.

 21 MS. WARD:  (Indiscernible.)  So if the State is 

 22 realizing ‐‐ the State General Fund is realizing additional 

 23 revenues, that does not impact us.  What we are looking for is 

 24 if the State Highway Fund ‐‐ well, I should say the Highway User 

 25 Revenue Fund, and therefore, the beneficiary, the State Highway 
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  1 Fund, if we are realizing increased revenues in HURF or we are 

  2 realizing increased revenues in the Regional Area Road Fund, 

  3 that's where it impacts us, but not the State's General Fund.

  4 MR. MAXWELL:  Okay.  Thank you.  Just wanted to 

  5 make sure I understood that.  This was purely the forecasting 

  6 side of the house, so... 

  7 MS. WARD:  Yes, sir.

  8 MR. MAXWELL:  Thank you.

  9 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Board Member 

 10 Maxwell.  

 11 Any other questions for Kristine?  

 12 MR. MECK:  Board Member Meck.

 13 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead, Board Member Meck.

 14 MR. MECK:  This might be a dumb question, but 

 15 because of the cost of gas now, and a lot of the companies 

 16 there's probably the new normal, maybe where people are going to 

 17 be in a home office, which is less driving, and looking at your 

 18 HURF example, non‐farm, personal population, gas price, use 

 19 fuel, fleet fuel, where in these projections is the electric 

 20 cars?  If the electric cars and trucks come in in the next five 

 21 to ten years, does that come under the HURF?  How are you going 

 22 to compensate for these things that look like they're going to 

 23 be coming?  Some of them like electric cars or electric trucks.  

 24 There's going to be a pretty substantial amount.  So where in ‐‐ 

 25 and I say HURF for lack of a better place to put it.  Where are 
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  1 those going to be?  And I'll get off.

  2 MS. WARD:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Meck, that is an 

  3 insightful question.  It is captured in our forecasts under the 

  4 fleet mile gallonage.  Miles per gallon.  So as you see an 

  5 increased fuel efficiency, whether it be moving to alternative 

  6 fuels, when you look at the overall fleet, what are you seeing 

  7 happening in the miles per gallon?  But your question is spot on 

  8 as the development and growth in the alternative fuel market.  

  9 It is growing quickly.  

 10 Right now it is de minimus in order of ‐‐ in 

 11 order ‐‐ in looking at the total national fleet.  They represent 

 12 the ‐‐ you know, alternative fuel cars currently represent a 

 13 very small percentage, but that small ‐‐ that small percentage 

 14 is growing very quickly, as we ‐‐ and you can see it in personal 

 15 experience, I'm sure, as you see more alt fuel cars on the 

 16 roads.  But yes, we capture it in the formula in the miles per 

 17 gallon and it impacts HURF.  

 18 Does that answer your question, sir?

 19 MR. MECK:  Yes, ma'am.  Board and Chair, thank 

 20 you.  And Kristine, great.  I like this presentation.  Certainly 

 21 helps.  Thank you.

 22 MS. WARD:  Thank you, sir.

 23 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Any other questions for 

 24 Kristine?  

 25 Kristine, thank you.
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  1 MS. WARD:  All right.  Got off easy (inaudible).

  2 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Yes, you did.

  3 MS. WARD:  Without pictures.

  4 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  We ‐‐ 

  5 MS. WARD:  Thank you.

  6 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Good presentation. Thank you 

  7 very much.  

  8 We will now move on to Item No. 4, future of 

  9 transportation revenues, for information and discussion only.  

 10 This is the transportation board members discussion.  So I will 

 11 open it up to the board members to discuss the future of the 

 12 fundings.

 13 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Mr. Chair ‐‐ 

 14 MR. ROEHRICH:  Mr. Chair, this is Floyd.  While 

 15 we're waiting for board members to come up, I think it's 

 16 important to note that we set this ‐‐ as staff, we set this as 

 17 kind of a forum discussion for the board members to talk amongst 

 18 themselves.  Staff does not have anything to present on this.  

 19 You know, as Kristine said, we have to work within the revenue 

 20 streams that we have legally, and any future revenue streams 

 21 have to be addressed through either legislation, referendum, 

 22 public or whatever, but the board members have asked to talk 

 23 about revenues.  So we agendaed this, if you will, as an open 

 24 forum for the Board to talk amongst themselves on whatever they 

 25 want on this issue.
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  1 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Floyd.  

  2 I'll go ahead and start this discussion, as I 

  3 spoke about this a little bit at the Rural Transportation 

  4 Summit.  The advent of the electric vehicle and the hybrid 

  5 vehicle, propane fuel vehicles and other alternative fuels, it 

  6 is impacting our HURF dollars.  I really believe at some point 

  7 in time the Legislature is going to have to look at some 

  8 formula, whether it be per mile or whatever it may be to assess 

  9 these vehicles that are using our roads as much as other 

 10 vehicles are, causing the same damage to the roads, and we do 

 11 need to recoup some costs from them.  

 12 I'll also mention ‐‐ I did not speak about this 

 13 at the summit.  However, I ‐‐ it's been a sore subject for me 

 14 for the full time I've been on the Board, are roads like I‐15.  

 15 And I know my good friend Karla Petty is out there listening, 

 16 and I'm sure she's cringing right now, but that freeway is 

 17 utilized ‐‐ it goes from Utah to Nevada and services only a very 

 18 small community at Littlefield in Arizona, yet rural Arizona has 

 19 to fund that, and it's very expensive funding because of the 

 20 environmental sensitivity of the Virgin Gorge.  

 21 So, you know, I believe ‐‐ I have spoke about it 

 22 before that ‐‐ the idea of possibly tolling that particular 

 23 road.  It's the only road in Arizona that can ‐‐ diesel trucks 

 24 can pull triple trailers.  It serves very little purpose, if 

 25 any, to Arizona, but yet we have the burden of funding it, 
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  1 matching the federal funds with our portion from the ‐‐ from the 

  2 rural Arizona portion.  

  3 So anyway, that ‐‐ that's two of my points that I 

  4 wanted to throw out there, if there are any comments from board 

  5 members.  

  6 MR. KNIGHT:  Mr. Chair, this is Board Member 

  7 Knight.

  8 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Board Member Knight.

  9 MR. KNIGHT:  I did speak at the summit, because 

 10 what I ‐‐ and what I put out was I really feel that ‐‐ of 

 11 course, the Legislature is going to have to come up with some 

 12 dedicated revenue source other than HURF for transportation, and 

 13 it seems like they were able to come up with ‐‐ when they were 

 14 talking about the flat income tax, they were able to come up 

 15 with a small percentage of the income tax that was being 

 16 collected to hold the counties and cities harmless so that our 

 17 state revenue share went from 15 to potentially 18 percent in 

 18 order to hold us harmless for the drop in income, in income tax 

 19 that would be coming in with the flat tax.  

 20 So I think it just goes to show that they can do 

 21 it.  They can figure out out of what fund that they could take a 

 22 small percentage that would, in fact, help fund our 

 23 transportation system, in addition to, of course, the HURF 

 24 funds.  

 25 The other thing, speaking to Board Member Meck on 
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  1 the electric cars, I think it would be ‐‐ and this is again 

  2 something the Legislature would have to do, but I think, you 

  3 know, in many of these travels that the board members make, and 

  4 I ‐‐ Gila Bend happens to be ‐‐ happens to come to mind, they've 

  5 got all these Tesla and electric car charging stations.  We've 

  6 got some here in Yuma.  Everybody ‐‐ it's beginning to get to 

  7 the point where everybody's got some of these charging stations 

  8 in their cities or towns, and it seems like there should be ‐‐ 

  9 just like a gas tax, there should be some kind of tax associated 

 10 with those charging stations that, like the gas tax, goes to 

 11 HURF.  But there again, that's something that the Legislature 

 12 will have to do, and in most cases the Legislature's going to 

 13 have to figure out what to do about all these things.  It's not 

 14 really going to be to us, but that ‐‐ those are a couple of 

 15 suggestions that ‐‐ that I have to help with new revenue for our 

 16 transportation system.  Thank you.

 17 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Board Member 

 18 Knight.  

 19 Any other board members?

 20 MS. DANIELS:  Chair Stratton.

 21 CHAIRMAN STRATTON: Board Member Daniels.

 22 MS. DANIELS:  Thank you.  

 23 I think I've been advocating for the 

 24 modernization of our gas tax, which would include some sort of 

 25 balance, if you will, between our different types of vehicles, 
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  1 including those that I want to encourage to come to Arizona, 

  2 which is the innovative and new types.  I think there's a great 

  3 advantage in our state to ensuring that we continue to be a 

  4 place for transportation innovation and that we set ourselves up 

  5 for that, but that that also means that we plan for the impact 

  6 that these innovative vehicles and trucks do continue to 

  7 contribute into the system.  

  8 I know we've given ‐‐ the State Legislature has 

  9 given exemptions and others, and I in so many ways support that, 

 10 because I want to encourage that type of innovation, and yet I 

 11 do think there needs to be, you know, a finite amount of time 

 12 that that is extended so that we can continue to recoup dollars 

 13 for our system.  

 14 Overall, if we're going to wait for the 

 15 Legislature to do something, we may be here for a very long 

 16 time.  It's been since 1991 since our gas tax was updated, and 

 17 at this point, given some of the transitions, you know, the task 

 18 is actually bigger, not smaller, than just changing the gas tax.  

 19 It's now a complete overhaul of that ‐‐ of that system.  

 20 So I think it behooves us as a group to at some 

 21 point, and I'm not saying now, but, you know, we've had 

 22 champions for this type of legislation in years past and yet 

 23 they haven't been able to get it across the finish line given 

 24 the politics involved, and so I think it behooves us as a group 

 25 to bring together some of the smartest minds that we can and 
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  1 figure out some truly innovative ways for us to modernize our 

  2 tax structure around transportation.  

  3 All that being said, so maybe that's a challenge 

  4 for us for 2022.  I don't know, but I'd love for us to explore 

  5 that.  I know that there is not an appetite currently in the 

  6 state by leadership for public‐private partnerships as it 

  7 relates to roads, but I do believe that that is something we 

  8 should continue to explore in order to keep up with 

  9 infrastructure, and it's not just District 1.  It's all of our 

 10 districts that could benefit from that.  

 11 There are some models that work, and there are 

 12 some models that I would never ever want to replicate in 

 13 Arizona, and so, again, perhaps in future years ‐‐ I think I 

 14 have four and a half years, about, left on the Board, so 

 15 hopefully in future years there may be an opportunity for us to 

 16 figure out public‐private partnerships that would allows us to 

 17 capitalize on today's construction dollars, because construction 

 18 costs are only continuing to climb.  And if we can accelerate 

 19 some of the advancements, either expansions or optimizations of 

 20 our current system with today's construction dollars, we could 

 21 be in a position where we save money moving forward.  

 22 So again, I don't mean to add to anyone's plate 

 23 today, but perhaps we look at ways to champion both the 

 24 modernization of our tax structure and public‐private 

 25 partnerships in the future.
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  1 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Board Member 

  2 Daniels.  Insightful thoughts.  

  3 Any other board members have comments?

  4 MR. MAXWELL:  Chairman Stratton, Board Member 

  5 Maxwell.

  6 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Board Member Maxwell.

  7 MR. MAXWELL:  Well, I agree with the creative 

  8 thinking that's going on.  It's ‐‐ as Board Member Daniels 

  9 stated, it's the modernization of our transportation 

 10 infrastructure system that needs to be addressed.  

 11 There's been several efforts in the Legislature 

 12 over the last four or five years to address some of that, both 

 13 in modernization maybe of the gas tax, as well as changing the 

 14 VLT on the electric vehicles, and those have not made any 

 15 progress in the Legislature, and I honestly believe for at least 

 16 the next year, with the next year being an election year, 

 17 being ‐‐ all of the other stuff that next year ‐‐ 2022 may not 

 18 be the year to take it on, but what I do think what we need to 

 19 start doing is maybe doing some studying, looking at what is 

 20 possible and what's out there, because it's not necessarily 

 21 required to be a direct tax increase either.  It's ‐‐ there's ‐‐ 

 22 a lot of people think that's the only way you can go about it, 

 23 but as Board Member Daniels mentioned, private‐public 

 24 partnerships are becoming more and more common when it comes to 

 25 infrastructure investment in regions.  
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  1 I think we can't underplay the importance of 

  2 regional transportation authorities that we've had in the state 

  3 and their contribution to the roads and the continuation, but 

  4 the fact of the matter is in our five‐year plan, 2025, there's 

  5 no money for expansion.  So it's an issue that we're going to 

  6 have to address.  It's an issue we're going to have to continue 

  7 to look at.  

  8 I believe 2022 might be the year where we can do 

  9 more research and more looking into getting smarter as board 

 10 members on it and what the possibilities are, because it's going 

 11 to be a very fine line as we weave the way through both the 

 12 Legislature and through the public, honestly, on how we can go 

 13 about properly improving and funding and continue to grow the 

 14 infrastructure, which we're going to need as he continue to get 

 15 more residents moving to Arizona.  It's a great place to live.  

 16 So just my thoughts.

 17 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you.  

 18 Any other board members?

 19 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Chairman Stratton.

 20 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Vice Chairman.

 21 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  You know, I'd like to maybe 

 22 review, I don't know, some of the alternative ways that have 

 23 been put on the table to increasing the revenue for HURF.  That 

 24 way I think we will have a better idea of what we have tried and 

 25 what are some of the things that we need to further pick up 
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  1 discussion on.  

  2 I know at one of the Board ‐‐ one of the state 

  3 transportation committees, ADOT was asked to make a 

  4 presentation, and in addition to that, as (indiscernible) we 

  5 have some legislators who have taken up responsibility to 

  6 present to the whole Legislature as to how they feel we could 

  7 increase the HURF dollars.  

  8 So maybe ‐‐ one thing that came to mind, I know 

  9 that maybe it's very difficult, you know, to make 

 10 (indiscernible) suggestion, but while at Lucid I was thinking 

 11 about these people are going to be ‐‐ these vehicles are going 

 12 to be traveling these roads more and more.  I'm wondering what 

 13 kind of a contribution they could make to improve ‐‐ improving 

 14 the highway system.  And I don't know how many other 

 15 corporations out there would also want to be involved with this 

 16 public‐private suggestion that is being made at this time.  

 17 The other thing is how can we contribute to 

 18 improving the transportation ‐‐ transportation on the rural and 

 19 remote areas of Arizona?  And one thing I did as a supervisor 

 20 was that ‐‐ I certainly do appreciate coming to the Board and 

 21 requesting for (indiscernible) some materials, building 

 22 materials, with ‐‐ and we received that and we ‐‐ that was a big 

 23 report, and it helped us improve some of the roads, those roads 

 24 that have been my concern, the school bus route.  

 25 Things of that nature and ‐‐ I said we need to 
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  1 explore more and more.  (Indiscernible) I know it's a difficult 

  2 situation because of the layer of regulations that we have to 

  3 deal with, and I ‐‐ it keeps coming back to think about, well, 

  4 yeah, these are ‐‐ a lot of these policies are regulations are 

  5 set in stone, but they were made at the time that we weren't 

  6 sitting at the table, meaning all the stakeholders.  

  7 So those are a couple of my concerns, and I think 

  8 one thing that came up while at the county supervisor was 

  9 that ‐‐ you know what?  I attached a photo on this.  What is the 

 10 State of Arizona, especially ADOT, how are they handling those 

 11 heavy equipment that are still usable (indiscernible) replace?  

 12 There's a (indiscernible) state policy on that, and I think 

 13 these are some of the policies that could be changed to maybe ‐‐ 

 14 donated to doing modern income communities.  

 15 So again, those are my concerns.  Okay.  Thank 

 16 you, Chairman.  

 17 MS. DANIELS:  Thank you, Vice Chairman.  

 18 Any other comments from the Board?  

 19 MS. DANIELS:  I did want to add one more.  I 

 20 apologize, but that is just a realization that the Arizona 

 21 Department of Transportation controls the largest asset that the 

 22 State has, and that is our road system.  And there are so many 

 23 opportunities in partnering and collaborating with the private 

 24 sector, and there is value in the asset.  And so as much as we 

 25 can continue to think about capitalizing on the value of the 
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  1 asset, without compromising the quality of the system, the 

  2 right‐of‐way ‐‐ I know that there's state and federal law that 

  3 currently prohibits a lot of the ‐‐ what I would consider to be 

  4 ingenuous ideas that would allow us to monetize and capitalize 

  5 on the asset, but I love knowing that laws can be changed as 

  6 well, and so I just want us to think about it.  

  7 There's new ‐‐ new things that are coming our 

  8 way.  It feels like fast and furious, charging stations, 

  9 hydrogen, conversion, other things that ‐‐ besides broadband and 

 10 fiber and other opportunities.  Our right‐of‐way has great value 

 11 as well.  Our light poles have great value.  Every component.  

 12 Our bridge system has value.  So all of these assets that the 

 13 State has could be and can be monetized in the right situation 

 14 and the right circumstances.  And so I just kind of wanted to 

 15 plant that seed that I do believe there is more opportunity than 

 16 we give credit for at this time.

 17 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Board Member 

 18 Daniels.  

 19 At this time I'd like to throw something out for 

 20 comment.  I think it would be good if at a future work session 

 21 the ‐‐ our staff could bring back to the Board what has worked 

 22 in other states that have ‐‐ all states have the same problem of 

 23 some kind ‐‐ the ideas that the Board has thrown out there, what 

 24 has worked places, what has not worked other places, and the 

 25 Board formulate a consolidated position and deliver that to the 
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  1 Legislature, rather than each board member having a different 

  2 idea.  If we ‐‐ if we deliver a consolidated message, it may 

  3 make ‐‐ carry a little bit more weight with our legislative 

  4 people.  Just a thought.

  5 MR. ROEHRICH:  So, Mr. Chairman, this is Floyd. 

  6 We can ‐‐ you know, there have been a number of states who have 

  7 addressed their revenues through (indiscernible) legislation and 

  8 through other referendums or initiatives, public initiatives, 

  9 voter approved.  There's been some things that ASHTO has put 

 10 together.  The American Association of State Highway 

 11 Transportation Officials at a national level have looked at 

 12 opportunities for, you know, if you will, federal programs.  

 13 I know here in the state, our tax ‐‐ the ‐‐ Kevin 

 14 Adams' team has looked at some things.  So there is some 

 15 document out there, and we could research and provide some of 

 16 that.  And I don't remember what year it was ‐‐ Katy maybe 

 17 remember ‐‐ but a couple years ago the Legislature did do a 

 18 report on revenues and came up with a final recommendation, 

 19 (indiscernible) identified here politically, you know, getting 

 20 something to move forward, an initiative that does raise those 

 21 revenues has always been a challenge.  

 22 So we can provide information.  We can study that 

 23 information and move that forward.  I think it's ‐‐ I would like 

 24 to say I know the director couldn't make it today.  He had a 

 25 commitment, but the department's not sitting back on issues.  
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  1 You know, we have pretty ‐‐ very open P3 law that other states 

  2 have copied because of it ‐‐ so well, and it's well established 

  3 and written.  It's very effective, and we have numerous meetings 

  4 constantly with private industries, but really, if it's coming 

  5 down to the issue of, you know, they're not donating their 

  6 revenues or their funding.  They're providing the financing as a 

  7 way to accelerate and move projects forward, but we still have 

  8 to have the revenue to pay it back.  And generating that 

  9 revenue, deciding where ‐‐ how we're going to do that has always 

 10 been the issue and, you know, takes a lot of political and 

 11 public will in order to move that issue forward.  

 12 So the department is not sitting back, where 

 13 they're doing a lot of issues in trying to figure out those 

 14 funding opportunities to optimize what we can.  Within the 

 15 constraints of what (indiscernible) to us with the funding 

 16 sources that our public leaders have said is available to us, 

 17 and that will continue to be an issue in discussions moving 

 18 forward.  And so we can do some research.  We can provide you 

 19 some information that other states have done, and then after the 

 20 Board receives it and looks at it, if you wanted to agenda 

 21 something to talk amongst yourself again, we'll be happy to do 

 22 that.

 23 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  I like that idea, Floyd.  I 

 24 think it would be appropriate.  

 25 Does any other board member have a problem with 
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  1 that?  

  2 Hearing none, it appears we have a consensus.  

  3 Floyd, let's ‐‐ if you would have staff do that 

  4 and bring it to the Board, actually send it to Board, let them 

  5 review it, and then it can be agendized appropriately at the 

  6 right time.

  7 MR. ROEHRICH:  Yes, sir.

  8 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you.  

  9 Any other discussion on revenues?  

 10 Hearing none, we'll move on to Item 5, discussion 

 11 on board members' meetings with legislators.  Katy Proctor.

 12 MS. PROCTOR:  Good morning, Mr. Chairman, 

 13 members.  Hope you can hear me this time.  Had a little issue 

 14 last time.

 15 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  We can hear you.

 16 MS. PROCTOR:  Perfect.  Okay.  

 17 So I just wanted to give you a little bit of 

 18 background on ADOT government relations first.  You know, we are 

 19 a very small but mighty group, and what we do with regard to the 

 20 Legislature is pretty specific.  

 21 Probably 80 percent of our work with the 

 22 Legislature is responding to inquiries about the agency itself, 

 23 and that's going to include things like programs and services 

 24 and projects, customer service, issues like that.  And then the 

 25 other probably 20 percent is responding to ways to provide 
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  1 solutions for problems that we're facing.  So that's going to be 

  2 a lot of stakeholder outreach, a lot of working with various 

  3 groups to find consensus, and sometimes legislation and pursuing 

  4 some type of the legislation.  

  5 We do it by providing relevant information and 

  6 educating members and staff about the agency, and trying to work 

  7 to solve those problems.  We really do not do a lot of advocacy 

  8 work.  That's not exactly our role, and the reason I want to 

  9 bring this up is because in the big picture, obviously 

 10 infrastructure is extremely important to Arizona, but we are one 

 11 piece of a very complex puzzle.  And policy is made at that 

 12 enterprise level, so we always have to keep in mind and focus on 

 13 our area of expertise, understanding that the decision making is 

 14 going to be made at a different level than where we are as an 

 15 agency.  And that distinction is critical, because frankly, I 

 16 can't tell you the impact of some solutions on other sectors.  I 

 17 see my piece of the puzzle.  I don't see necessarily all of the 

 18 impacts around all of the other pieces of that picture.

 19 So the question I think that was raised was how 

 20 can we help you in this endeavor as you look to move forward 

 21 with conversations at the Legislature, and I think the best way 

 22 to do that would be through the same mechanism that we do right 

 23 now when we engage at the Legislature.  We provide the 

 24 information and we educate members, and we are more than happy 

 25 to help you in that regard and provide you with the information 
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  1 and educational materials that you can use to further the 

  2 message that you're looking for.  

  3 I would encourage you before you go down that 

  4 path to make sure that you have a strong message, and with, you 

  5 know, very clear, defined goals for where you want to go with 

  6 that, and also to address any potential conflicts that you might 

  7 have within the Board, because you may have different opinions 

  8 about how to solve problems, and before seeking that kind of 

  9 outside influence, I would encourage you to have a conversation 

 10 about that and how you would resolve that prior to going into 

 11 that venue.  

 12 And members, I'd be happy to answer any questions 

 13 you might have about what we do and how we can better assist 

 14 you.  

 15 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Board members, any questions 

 16 or comments for Katy?  

 17 MR. MAXWELL:  Chairman Stratton.

 18 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead.

 19 MR. MAXWELL:  Yeah.  The first thing I would like 

 20 to echo, kind of just what ‐‐ based on our last kind of 

 21 conversation as well, what Katy said there.  I think it is very 

 22 critical that we all think with ‐‐ we've got to be very careful 

 23 about engagement with legislators.  That's what I do in the real 

 24 work.  That's my job.  I already do that.  

 25 So there's a lot of issues (indiscernible) 
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  1 carrying forward, but it's ‐‐ I think it's ‐‐ if we were to go 

  2 to speak with legislators in order to speak as the Arizona State 

  3 Transportation Board, we do have to have ‐‐ obviously had a much 

  4 more thorough discussion, come to an agreement, had a vote, 

  5 really established positions, because this is something I don't 

  6 think the State Transportation Board has done a lot of in the 

  7 past, other than through the folks in Katy's role.  

  8 So if we're going to do it as individuals, you've 

  9 got ‐‐ there's ‐‐ obviously a lot of us are engaged in public 

 10 policy and with our legislators, both for ourselves, our 

 11 businesses and our organizations.  

 12 So I think it is very important that if we're 

 13 going to take a position, and even if we should take a position, 

 14 that that's a discussion we have to have and be very clear cut, 

 15 because there's always ‐‐ there's always ramifications when you 

 16 engage with the elected officials, and sometimes they're 

 17 unforeseen, and it's something we'd have to make sure we're very 

 18 clear of and in agreement on if we were going to go forward with 

 19 any issues in the (indiscernible), whether it's funding, whether 

 20 it's, you know, some of the other specifics and how the state 

 21 transportation department is working.  Obviously not working, 

 22 because we don't have that control.  We're here to control some 

 23 other things.  We just have to understand what our environment 

 24 is.

 25 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Board Member 
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  1 Maxwell.  

  2 I ‐‐ as I spoke on the last agenda item, I 

  3 believe very strongly that we have to have a clear, concise and 

  4 consolidated message to all of the legislative people that we 

  5 each individually know, as well as the transportation committees 

  6 of the House and the Senate.  So I think it ‐‐ I think we should 

  7 hear what staff brings back to us, develop what we consider to 

  8 be the best options as a board, and follow through with 

  9 delivering those messages with the help of staff to the 

 10 appropriate people that ‐‐ again, the people that we each know 

 11 from positions we have in real life, so...

 12 MS. DANIELS:  Chairman.

 13 CHAIRMAN STRATTON: Board Member Daniels.

 14 MS. DANIELS:  Katy, can you just clarify one 

 15 question that I have?  And that is when you are engaging with 

 16 the Legislature on, you know, various items, is there some sort 

 17 of Board consensus that you get prior to?  And I don't mean to 

 18 say that I was asleep last year, but it seemed like a really odd 

 19 legislative session.  And I can't recall an item specifically 

 20 that ADOT may have taken a position on.  So do you take formal 

 21 positions on behalf of ADOT as the ‐‐ as the lobbyist, and if 

 22 so, how is and how should the Board be engaging on those things?  

 23 MS. PROCTOR:  Sure, Mr. Chairman and Board Member 

 24 Daniels.  I am the designated public lobbyist for the agency 

 25 itself.  So I represent ADOT as an agency at the Legislature.  I 
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  1 have not represented the Board, and I do not believe that that 

  2 is necessarily what would be in alignment with your desires.  

  3 I represent the agency and, you know, most of 

  4 what I do and my team does is going to be, again, that 

  5 administrative work, that educational information.  We are not 

  6 going to be taking major policy positions.  That's not our role.  

  7 And I guess to better define that and explain 

  8 why ‐‐ because I know this is a little confusing sometimes ‐‐ if 

  9 you think of what we do as an agency, you know, you might look 

 10 at a puzzle and you see a little bouquet of flowers, and that's 

 11 ADOT, and then you zoom out and you see, well, it's actually a 

 12 tree, and then you zoom out further and you see it's a tree next 

 13 to a castle next to a moat.  

 14 There's all sorts of other pieces that go into 

 15 the big picture for policymaking, as you're all aware, and we as 

 16 an agency see one side of that.  We see our piece of it, and we 

 17 are experts at our piece of it.  But when it comes to making 

 18 those high‐level policy decisions, those are made by legislators 

 19 and elected officials for that exact reason.  They need to see 

 20 that whole big pictures and see the impact from other sectors 

 21 from that picture.  

 22 So we do not take ‐‐ you know, we will be happy 

 23 to come with information and tell you, you know ‐‐ and you've 

 24 heard this before, obviously, today.  You've ahead from Dallas 

 25 about the needs of the system, and you've heard from Kristine 
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  1 about the realities of your revenues and expected funds going 

  2 forward and bonding capacity.  It's easy to determine where our 

  3 gap is, and we can provide you with all of the information in 

  4 that regard, and as previously discussed, information about what 

  5 other states may have done to close their gaps or what Arizona 

  6 may have done previously to close its gap, but when it comes to 

  7 actually advocating for the solution, that is a higher level 

  8 policy conversation, and that's not something that we as an 

  9 agency take part in.

 10 MS. DANIELS:  That helps clarify.  I appreciate 

 11 that, Katy.  So on behalf of the agency rather than the Board, 

 12 are you registering either in favor of or in opposition to any 

 13 legislation?  

 14 MS. PROCTOR:  Mr. Chairman and Board Member 

 15 Daniels, yes.  I will always be in favor of the legislation that 

 16 the agency is pursuing.  So, for example, last year we did have 

 17 the broadband initiative legislation.  We were the proponents 

 18 for that, and we brought that forward.  We registered in support 

 19 of that legislation.  If it is not our agency legislation, then 

 20 we are always going to be a neutral.  There are very, very few 

 21 circumstances where we might be anything but neutral.  It would 

 22 be a truly very, very limited exception.  Otherwise, we do not 

 23 take policy positions.  We take information and education 

 24 forward.

 25 Another area that I think is somewhat confusing 
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  1 sometimes, for example, there have been a lot of bills in the 

  2 last few years about projects.  Bridges, roads, various things 

  3 like that.  We do not take positions on those.  It's not 

  4 appropriate for us to do so.  We will give people information 

  5 about those projects.  Legislators might ask, you know, hey, 

  6 what do you think a ballpark would be for us to do X, Y and Z? 

  7 And we'll come back and we'll develop information, but we will 

  8 not advocate for those projects.  It's not appropriate for us to 

  9 do so.

 10 MS. DANIELS:  That's really helpful insight as 

 11 well.  

 12 Just as a practice, I recognize it would be 

 13 extremely rare if it wasn't, you know, ADOT sponsored or 

 14 initiated legislation, and I would imagine we'll hear about that 

 15 long before a session and things like that through your 

 16 legislative updates and reports, but if there ever is an 

 17 instance when ADOT does take a position on a particular bill in 

 18 those rare circumstances, just having line of sight to that as a 

 19 board, because I would anticipate that we would get phone calls 

 20 and/or questions about that specifically.  So could we just be 

 21 notified, you know, via email or whatnot ‐‐ recognize we can't 

 22 hit reply all, but can we be notified if, in fact, ADOT takes a 

 23 position on something outside of what might be considered your 

 24 normal practice?  Just (indiscernible) ‐‐ 

 25 MS. PROCTOR:  Mr. Chair ‐‐ yeah.  Mr. Chair and 
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  1 Board Member Daniels, I'm ‐‐ I'm in an interesting position with 

  2 that, because most of the items that I would take a position on 

  3 are not items that are relevant to the Board.  Most, if not ‐‐ 

  4 you know, a good chunk of what I do at the Legislature actually 

  5 resolves around MVD and other agency administrative process.  So 

  6 I find it hard to think about where I would be in a situation 

  7 where it would be appropriate for me to come back to the Board 

  8 with that information, because it's most ‐‐ never going to be a 

  9 Board issue.  

 10 Let me ‐‐ I'd be happy to think around that 

 11 though and kind of think through that process.  In the last two 

 12 years with the agency, I've never taken an adverse position 

 13 against a bill.  It's just not really what we do.  Yeah.  My 

 14 goal is always to work with stakeholders and to address concerns 

 15 offline and to educate people about why there might be concerns.  

 16 So it just hasn't been something that we've ever ‐‐ you know, 

 17 we've had to engage in since I've been with the agency.  

 18 MR. ROEHRICH:  So, Mr. Chairman and Ms. Daniels, 

 19 this is Floyd.  I just want to make sure that, you know, to 

 20 Katy's point, ADOT (indiscernible) the position, you know, does 

 21 report to the Governor's office.  So our legislative strategy 

 22 and the issues we do make sure are aligned and parallel with the 

 23 guidance and the direction that, you know, the Governor and his 

 24 senior staff have identified and coordinated with us.  

 25 And if an issue does come up outside of that, we 

72

Page 85 of 246



  1 obviously do strategize on it.  We determine what our agency 

  2 policy or decision is going to be and then support ‐‐ as Katy 

  3 said, you know, once the director then gives us the decision, we 

  4 can move forward, but I think it's important to know we don't, 

  5 in the context of that see how ‐‐ you know, informing the Board, 

  6 letting us know the action, the direction we're going is all 

  7 fine, but consulting to see if Board has different, you know, 

  8 issues on that or have different opinion on top of that, that is 

  9 probably not something I would see us consulting with, but I 

 10 definitely ‐‐ 

 11 MS. DANIELS:  Floyd ‐‐ 

 12 MR. ROEHRICH:  ‐‐ (indiscernible) the Board.  

 13 MS. DANIELS:  That's not what I was saying.  I 

 14 was not asking you to solicit the opinion of the Board.  Just to 

 15 notify us if the agency takes a position on a piece legislation 

 16 and sort of the purpose or reason why you are in support of, 

 17 especially if you haven't taken any adverse positions in the 

 18 last couple of years.  I wouldn't anticipate that you would 

 19 moving forward, but either a support or against.  

 20 It would help us to understand more of the 

 21 agency's direction if and when you take those types of 

 22 positions.  That's all.  I just want to make sure I understand 

 23 all of the aspects that go on.  I realize that we don't have a 

 24 voice in it, and I'm not asking for one.  What I'm asking for is 

 25 a line of sight to the agency and the direction you're headed.  
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  1 I guess I can follow and monitor and look it up 

  2 myself and then call you, Katy, and ask why, but it seems like 

  3 it would be a little bit more efficient of a process if an email 

  4 was just sent out to the Board, hey, you know, registered in 

  5 support of House bill blah, blah, blah, and the reason why is, 

  6 you know, we determined as an ADOT agency that this is in line 

  7 with our efforts to further transportation in the state, 

  8 whatever it is.  Doesn't really matter, but...

  9 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Floyd.

 10 (Speaking simultaneously.)

 11 MR. ROEHRICH:  Yes.  You know, when the 

 12 Legislature's in session, Katy usually puts together a weekly 

 13 summary to the Board, and in that will be information regarding, 

 14 you know, what the bills are and then what the department ‐‐ if 

 15 they're make anything type of a statement on that as well.  Is 

 16 that not correct, Katy?  Katy, you could include that in your 

 17 weekly summary?  

 18 MS. PROCTOR:  Sure, Floyd.  That's exactly what I 

 19 was thinking, and really, you know, that's going to be the bills 

 20 that we're predominantly supporting that's going to be our 

 21 package.  So, for example, like this last year, the broadband 

 22 initiative would have one of those types of bills.  Some ‐‐ like 

 23 I said, most of them are not going to be of interest to the 

 24 Board necessarily.  

 25 You know, my other big bill, I guess, this year 
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  1 was fleet consolidation, which is completely administrative in 

  2 nature, but, you know, I'm happy to include that kind of 

  3 information.  

  4 I think when it comes to the negatives, I just ‐‐ 

  5 I don't foresee us being in that situation hopefully.  We've 

  6 really just ‐‐ it's not our role.  But I can definitely include, 

  7 you know, this is a bill that ADOT supports in our weekly 

  8 roundup.

  9 MS. DANIELS:  That sounds like a perfect 

 10 solution.  Thanks.

 11 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Jenn.  

 12 I would like to ask Katy and Floyd if there is a 

 13 statute or bill proposed that would affect the powers of the 

 14 Board that we be notified.  During my tenure on the Board, there 

 15 ‐‐ that has happened and we were not notified.  It became ‐‐ 

 16 there were statutes passed that made it more difficult for the 

 17 Board to change the five‐year plan, put multiple steps in the 

 18 way of trying to vote on a different plan.  We were not notified 

 19 of that.  I found out about it two or three years ago when I 

 20 tried to alter the five‐year plan and was given this stack of 

 21 statutes that I had to comply with.  This happened sometime 

 22 after Kelly Anderson was chairman, and they did change the five‐

 23 year plan with the vote of the Board.  That is not a simple step 

 24 anymore because of this new legislation, and I think the Board 

 25 should be aware of that going forward before it is passed.
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  1 MS. PROCTOR:  Mr. Chair, we would definitely 

  2 include that in our roundup of information, and what we've 

  3 provided recently, I think ‐‐ I just want to note this as ‐‐ 

  4 we've been trying to figure out what the best format is, because 

  5 we've had the policy‐related bills, which would be something 

  6 like that, for example, and then we've had bills appropriating 

  7 money for projects.  

  8 And so we're trying to figure out, you know, what 

  9 is the best way to communicate that kind of information to you 

 10 on that weekly basis so that you have it in the most useful 

 11 context possible.  So you'll see us doing some different 

 12 reporting, I think, this year to kind of manifest that a little 

 13 bit better.  

 14 I know we always have questions about those bills 

 15 that have money attached to them and where they are in the 

 16 process and what that looks like.  So we're trying to kind of 

 17 incorporate that a little bit better this year.

 18 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you.  

 19 Any further comments or questions for Katy?

 20 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Chairman.

 21 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Vice Chairman Thompson.

 22 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Katy, my ‐‐ one of the ways 

 23 that I've addressed the funding legislation for projects up 

 24 north is to go directly to the committee members and talk to 

 25 each one of them, and of course, that's on an individual 
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  1 project.  But I think there's other ‐‐ other options that are 

  2 out there that I would want to pursue, but then that would 

  3 require or would very ‐‐ be very helpful in getting the Board's 

  4 support on it.  Where are we on that, in supporting each other 

  5 with projects, if not as a board?  Could it be done on an 

  6 individual basis?

  7 MS. PROCTOR:  Board Member Thompson, I think that 

  8 gets back to the question that was raised earlier about how the 

  9 Board would function in that ‐‐ in that situation.  I will not 

 10 be in a position to support specific projects at the Legislature 

 11 if they are not included in the overall Executive Budget, for 

 12 example.  That's not a role that I can take.  However, the Board 

 13 would need to come ‐‐ you know, the Board needs to have a 

 14 conversation about how you would approach that, if you would 

 15 approach it as an individual, if you would approach it as a 

 16 group or whatever that might look like.  

 17 And Floyd would probably give you some historical 

 18 back information on previous efforts in that area too.  But just 

 19 to be clear, it's not going to be something that I, as the ADOT 

 20 lobbyist, can assist you in advocating for.  I can provide you 

 21 with, you know, information, obviously, but I can't directly 

 22 advocate for that.

 23 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  I do understand that part 

 24 of it, and I just wanted reassurance, what is it I can do on ‐‐ 

 25 not maybe as a board member, but as an individual pursuing for 
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  1 the project.  So okay.  Thank you very much.

  2 MR. ROEHRICH:  So, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Thompson, I 

  3 guess the ‐‐ I'm trying to follow ‐‐ if you're just an 

  4 individual citizen, you have a right to write to your 

  5 legislators, write to the Governor, identify what you feel is 

  6 your opinion or state your request or what you'd like, you know, 

  7 that legislative body to address.  

  8 As a board member, if you would like the Board ‐‐ 

  9 and the Board has done this in the past.  They've done a 

 10 resolution where it was presented to the Board.  They wrote up 

 11 exactly what it is that they want.  Then they did a motion to 

 12 approve a resolution, and then the Board chairman or all the 

 13 board members signed it, depending how they wanted to do it.  

 14 All the board members (indiscernible), but I also 

 15 think the Board chairman signed on behalf of the Board after 

 16 they had a resolution, and then you formally sent a ‐‐ you know, 

 17 a notice from the Board, a resolution from the Board to the 

 18 Governor, to the Legislature, to whoever you feel, but it had to 

 19 have been done as a body.  You know, you would have to present 

 20 something.  You'd have to work through exactly what the language 

 21 is, get a consensus.  Do you have agreement through a motion 

 22 that you agree to (indiscernible), and then we would formally 

 23 send it on behalf of the Board.  

 24 So we absolutely can work towards that.  We would 

 25 just need to know, you know, what specific topics?  What is the 

78

Page 91 of 246



  1 language?  What is it you expect it to say in your statement so 

  2 we can make sure that we get, you know, all the verbiage and get 

  3 the formatting all correct.  

  4 We can do that as staff, but then, ultimately, 

  5 the Board would have to, as a body, approve a resolution of what 

  6 is the specific statement you're take making, and then from 

  7 there, it would be forwarded to whatever the party is that the 

  8 Board is requesting the state (indiscernible).  

  9 VICE CHAIRMAN THOMPSON:  Thank you very much, 

 10 Floyd. That certainly increases my understanding.  Thank you, 

 11 Chair, members.

 12 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Vice Chairman.  

 13 Any other questions or comments for Katy?  

 14 Thank you, Katy, for the presentation.  I 

 15 appreciate it.  

 16 Hearing none, we'll ‐‐ at this time, I'm going to 

 17 request that we take a short break.  Item 6 may be a lengthy 

 18 discussion.  It's 11:08 by my computer, and we will resume at 

 19 11:15.  

 20 MS. DANIELS:  Chair, I'm going to need to switch 

 21 devices.  So I'll do that at this time, but I just didn't want 

 22 you to get confused when I drop off and come back on.

 23 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Okay.  Thank you.

 24 MS. DANIELS:  Thank you.

 25 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  And Chair, I'll probably 
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  1 be logging of, logging back on, just because I've got computer 

  2 screen issues, so...

  3 (Short break taken, 11:08 a.m. to 11:16 a.m.)

  4 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Okay.  It's 11:15.  I will 

  5 call this meeting back to order.  

  6 Are all the board members and staff back, 

  7 present?  

  8 Floyd, are you back from the break?

  9 MR. ROEHRICH:  Yes, sir.  We're back, and I think 

 10 we're ready to go when you are.

 11 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Okay.  Very good.  

 12 Let's call this meeting back to order, and we'll 

 13 proceed to Item No. 6.  It's a policy‐level discussion on 

 14 prioritization, expansion, preservation, modernization, projects 

 15 in the Five‐Year Transportation Facilities Construction Program.  

 16 Greg Byres.

 17 MR. BYRES:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, 

 18 board members.  I've put together a quick presentation.  So if 

 19 we could go on to the next slide.

 20 So I've put together three different processes 

 21 that we go through as part of our five‐year program to try and 

 22 address the issue at hand, which is a prioritization of 

 23 expansion, preservation and modernization projects in the 

 24 Five‐Year Transportation Facilities Construction Program.  The 

 25 Long‐Range Transportation Plan is one of our processes, along 
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  1 with our P2P process, our planning to programming process, and 

  2 then the five‐year program itself.  

  3 So next slide.

  4 So with the State Long‐Range Transportation Plan, 

  5 this is the basic document that we utilize for both our P2P 

  6 process as well as putting together the five‐year program.  So 

  7 this is one of the most important documents that we have is ‐‐ 

  8 like I said, it sets a basis for everything else that we do.

  9 The current Long‐Range Transportation Plan that 

 10 we have, which is the '21 to '45 Long‐Range Transportation Plan, 

 11 it is targeted for completion coming up in late 2022.  So we are 

 12 already in the process of kicking off the next Long‐Range 

 13 Transportation Plan, and I want to make it very clear that as we 

 14 go through the process of preparing the next Long‐Range 

 15 Transportation Plan that we will have the opportunity for public 

 16 input as well as the input from the Board as we go forward with 

 17 this.  

 18 The intent here is, again, to try and get the 

 19 Long‐Range Transportation Plan put together by the end of 2022, 

 20 where the existing plan terminates.  And the other thing I want 

 21 to do is just kind of go through where we're at with the current 

 22 program and what we've been doing over the past four years in 

 23 trying to put together our programs.  

 24 So one of the big things that we have is the 

 25 recommended investment opportunities that came out of ‐‐ our 
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  1 recommendations that came out of the current Long‐Range 

  2 Transportation Plan is no expansion in Greater Arizona, and the 

  3 whole purpose of that was to take and try and generate as much 

  4 funding as we possibly could going towards preservation.  

  5 The chart that you have ‐‐ see on the right side 

  6 of your screen there is ‐‐ comes right out of the Long‐Range 

  7 Transportation Plan, and it had the targeted values and the 

  8 targeted percentages that we were trying to hit for the term of 

  9 this plan, and we've been fairly close to that.  We haven't 

 10 quite hit our 22 percent for modernization, and we haven't quite 

 11 hit our 78 percent for preservation, because we have had 

 12 expansion projects that we had to get completed, and it takes 

 13 time to get those projects up and through the process.  So 

 14 consequently, we've had those expansion projects coming through 

 15 for the past four years and extending all the way into '24 of 

 16 the current five‐year program.  

 17 So that's where we've been, and this is the 

 18 recommendations of that current plan.  And like I said, as we go 

 19 in, there's been ‐‐ you know, the pandemic has occurred since 

 20 this plan was put together.  We're kind of starting to 

 21 experience a new norm.  We're starting to see differences in the 

 22 economy.  So there's a lot to consider going forward in the new 

 23 production of the Long‐Range Transportation Plan, which is going 

 24 to be pretty exciting to put together, and again, we're looking 

 25 forward to not only the public input for that new plan, but also 
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  1 input coming from the Board as well.  

  2 Next slide, please.

  3 So this is our P2P process, our planning to 

  4 program ‐‐ programming process, and several of you have seen 

  5 this slide before, but I think it is really relevant to the 

  6 process that we go through, because it does bring forth the 

  7 projects that we do put into the program and where they come 

  8 from.  So, again, where they come from is from a multitude of 

  9 different studies and plans that we put together, including all 

 10 of our corridor profile plans that we put together from the 

 11 studies that we do, as well as coming from the COGs and MPOs and 

 12 all of our technical groups recommending projects across the 

 13 state.  So that's where these come from.  

 14 We also elicit requests for projects from the 

 15 State Transportation Board as well as others to make sure that 

 16 we have a true representation of projects and needs from across 

 17 the state.  On an average basis, we get anywhere from about 800 

 18 to 1,000 projects that come through.  Sometimes we get 

 19 considerably more, but that's kind of the average of what we get 

 20 that come through for consideration for our prioritization.  

 21 Then we go through the entire process and, you 

 22 know, we're done at process 4, our ‐‐ at the Item 4 in there 

 23 right now, which is the district workshops.  And several of you 

 24 members have participated in the district workshops we've had to 

 25 date, which is great, and we appreciate all of the comments and 
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  1 concerns that we've seen, and you have gotten to see some of the 

  2 processes that we go through and some of the ‐‐ you know, it 

  3 isn't a dictated process, per se.  A lot of our technical groups 

  4 are ‐‐ you know, they have data that they're going by, but the 

  5 boots on the ground, being the districts, also have a massive 

  6 amount of input, and so the two have to work in conjunction 

  7 together to make sure that we're getting the proper scoring that 

  8 goes into that entire process.  

  9 So you've been privy to see that, and we'll 

 10 continue going through that, and there's a considerable amount 

 11 of follow‐up that goes through after the district workshops to 

 12 make sure there's a consensus on the scoring.

 13 And then, of course, we go all the way through 

 14 that process, coming up with the final P2P list.  From that we 

 15 do our planning‐level scoping, go through the five‐year process, 

 16 and you see the tentative process that comes to you for 

 17 authorization for public ‐‐ to put out to the public as well as 

 18 the final five‐year program itself.  

 19 So next slide.  

 20 So this is the programming cycle itself.  This is 

 21 a year‐long process that we go through that includes that P2P 

 22 process.  It includes taking and ‐‐ you know, Kristine was 

 23 talking about the ‐‐ coming up with the ‐‐ basically the funding 

 24 available that goes through, and her handoff of that funding 

 25 coming from projections is what we utilize as the funding base 
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  1 that goes into our programming on a year‐on‐year basis.  That 

  2 sets the fiscal constraint, and then we build towards that 

  3 fiscal constraint with all the projects that we've put into the 

  4 program.  

  5 Like I said, it is ‐‐ it's a year‐long process to 

  6 take and put it together.  We've got a multitude of different 

  7 stakeholders that are involved in our programming process.  We 

  8 also have a multitude of different requirements that go into 

  9 that process.  So it's a ‐‐ it's a very intensive process that 

 10 we go through, especially towards the end when we're getting 

 11 close to publishing and getting all of the final requirements 

 12 and all of the suggestions, recommendations that come from the 

 13 Board towards that very end before we put together our final 

 14 five‐year program.

 15 So this kind of gives you an idea of what we're 

 16 ‐‐ where we start, with our processes being the Long‐Range 

 17 Transportation Plan and how that carries all the way through our 

 18 prioritization process and into our programming cycle itself.  

 19 Next slide.

 20 So with that, again, I put these together, you've 

 21 seen a lot of this information before, but I wanted to have it 

 22 out there kind of as a basis to elicit questions.  So from that, 

 23 I'm here for any questions that you may have.

 24 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Greg.  

 25 Any questions from the Board?  
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  1 Hearing none, Greg ‐‐ 

  2 VICE CHAIRMAN THOMPSON:  (Indiscernible) ‐‐ 

  3 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Go ahead.  Who's ‐‐ did I 

  4 hear ‐‐ 

  5 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Chairman, I'm having a hard 

  6 time unmuting here, but I got it through.  

  7 I just want to say I do appreciate Greg's 

  8 presentation.  I was one of those that was involved in the 

  9 district workshops, and now I've come to find out that they've 

 10 kind of expanded that a little bit.  Yesterday I was over in 

 11 Holbrook, and all the stakeholders, the contractors, the 

 12 district, the staff, they attended.  US‐191 (indiscernible) to 

 13 construction communication of how they're going to move forward 

 14 with that partnering workshop.  That's what they had, and I felt 

 15 very comfortable about them doing that, not as the district, but 

 16 them going down to the local projects that they did yesterday.  

 17 So I just want to do a shout‐out to Greg and then the staff 

 18 there.  

 19 Thank you very much.  Thank you, Chair.

 20 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Vice Chairman.  

 21 Any other board members have questions or 

 22 comments?

 23 MR. KNIGHT:  Mr. Chair, this is Board Member 

 24 Knight.  

 25 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Board Member Knight.
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  1 MR. KNIGHT:  Thank you.  

  2 I just want to ‐‐ I've also said sat in on one of 

  3 the P2P sessions for the Northwest District.  I'll ‐‐ next week 

  4 I'll sit in on another one for the Southwest District, for 

  5 District 6, and I appreciate this presentation very much.  It's 

  6 very detailed, and it really makes me appreciate all of the 

  7 process that staff goes through just to produce the five‐year 

  8 plan each year.  And it's nice to see it laid out in the steps 

  9 that they take, and I ‐‐ it's very thorough, and I can see 

 10 there's a lot of work involved.  

 11 A lot of times when I first got on the Board, you 

 12 know, hand us a five‐year plan and you'd have really no idea of 

 13 all the work that goes into producing that document.  And so I 

 14 really appreciate this presentation and, of course, as time has 

 15 gone along and I've ‐‐ in my fourth year, I ‐‐ at this point, 

 16 and I've began to appreciate exactly how much work is put into 

 17 this.  So thank you for your presentation, Greg.  I really 

 18 appreciate it.

 19 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Board Member 

 20 Knight.  Any other board members?

 21 MR. MAXWELL:  Yeah.  Mr. Chairman, I've got a 

 22 follow‐up question for Greg and ‐‐ 

 23 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Board Member Maxwell. 

 24 MR. MAXWELL:  ‐‐ he may have answered.  I may 

 25 have missed it.  
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  1 But Greg, again, great presentation today, and I 

  2 appreciated your support last week presenting to SALC as well.  

  3 It was well received, and there was ‐‐ as you could tell by your 

  4 difficulty in getting out of there afterwards, a lot of people 

  5 had questions for you about funding and issues.  

  6 So I've got a question.  I sat through ‐‐ I was 

  7 part of the P2P or sat in the P2P process for the Central 

  8 District last ‐‐ or the Southcentral District on Monday.  

  9 Fascinating process.  But one of the things that came to my 

 10 attention, and I'm referencing your slide where you had the 

 11 State Long‐Range Transportation Plan.  You showed 78 percent for 

 12 preservation and 22 percent for modernization.  

 13 Now, that slide itself is for Greater Arizona, so 

 14 does that ‐‐ that does not include MAG or the PAG region, 

 15 correct?  

 16 MR. BYRES:  That is correct.

 17 MR. MAXWELL:  Yeah.  

 18 MR. BYRES:  So one of the big things to keep in 

 19 mind is the projects that we go through and put into the program 

 20 are in Greater Arizona.  We do include MAG and PAG in the 

 21 program, but those are ‐‐ those projects for MAG and PAG are 

 22 generally expansion projects.  

 23 Now, we do have projects in the program that we 

 24 go through that are in both MAG and PAG.  Those were 

 25 preservation projects.  Neither MAG nor PAG participates in 
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  1 preservation or maintenance of the facilities.  That's up to 

  2 ADOT.  So, therefore, that's why those projects occur within our 

  3 program.  

  4 MR. MAXWELL:  So now I guess that leads to the 

  5 follow‐up question.  Obviously the MAG transportation plan's up 

  6 for ‐‐ will expire here coming in 2025.  So, basically, that 

  7 needs approval by 2024.  Our RTA in the PAG region is ‐‐ runs 

  8 through 2026.  So if either of those do not get reauthorized, 

  9 does that change the long‐term plan?  Does anything change, or 

 10 are they already structured so that where there is some state 

 11 matching or state involvement on the projects, those are already 

 12 built into the long‐range plan.

 13 MR. BYRES:  Well, the funding, whether it's 

 14 through MAG or the RTA, is almost exclusively for expansion 

 15 projects.

 16 MR. MAXWELL:  Okay.

 17 MR. BYRES:  Those projects are actually culled 

 18 out in those tax plans.  So there's ‐‐ they're defined.  What ‐‐ 

 19 the funding is defined for what it will be utilized for.  

 20 Now, the ‐‐ both MAG and PAG themselves, they 

 21 receive federal funding as well as state funding independent.  

 22 So that money is still there.  They will still have a role, even 

 23 if the ‐‐ if there isn't an RTA or if the Prop 400 doesn't pass, 

 24 they still have funds.  They don't have the amount of funds ‐‐ 

 25 MR. MAXWELL:  Right.  
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  1 MR. BYRES:  ‐‐ that they currently have, but they 

  2 will still be funded.

  3 MR. MAXWELL:  A quick follow‐up.  So one of the 

  4 big discussions we're having down in the PAG region on the next 

  5 RTA is the preservation funding being included in the RTA.  So 

  6 if there was a segment of inclusion of preservation funding 

  7 specific to projects in the region that either were RTA or 

  8 perhaps not RTA projects, would that impact then the current 

  9 designations in the Long‐Range Transportation Plan?

 10 MR. BYRES:  It would.  It would have a big 

 11 impact, particularly in the PAG area, because it would ‐‐ what 

 12 it does is that frees up dollars for Greater Arizona.  Right 

 13 now ‐‐ I mean, all ‐‐ like I said, those two regions are still 

 14 part of Greater Arizona for all intents and purposes.  

 15 Now, there's a RAC process that takes and helps 

 16 distribute the funding back and forth between Greater Arizona, 

 17 MAG and PAG that we go through on an annual basis.  So that 

 18 helps to make sure that Greater Arizona has sufficient funding.  

 19 In other words, we're not ‐‐ we're not leveraging all that money 

 20 into those two larger regions.  So that process would change 

 21 drastically if there was ‐‐ if either the RTA didn't pass or 

 22 Prop 400.

 23 MR. MAXWELL:  Okay.  Thank you.  I definitely 

 24 would probably want to follow up on you just so I know I'm 

 25 speaking the truth at the RTA meetings about what impact, if the 
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  1 RTA next, as it's being called right now, includes preservation 

  2 dollars, what impact that would have on the overall ‐‐ the 

  3 funding for the region.  So thank you.  I appreciate the 

  4 insight.

  5 MR. BYRES:  Yeah.

  6 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Board Member 

  7 Maxwell.  

  8 Any other questions or comments from board 

  9 members?

 10 Greg, I have some questions, comments and 

 11 requests, I guess.  I believe I'm the last member on the Board 

 12 current that passed the Long‐Range Transportation Plan.  At that 

 13 time ‐‐ I'm glad to see you're going through a process when it's 

 14 going to get to the Board and they have time to review it.  When 

 15 we passed this, it ‐‐ we were given very short notice.  We 

 16 didn't have much time to look at it.  No time to change it.  And 

 17 many of the cities, towns and other people in my districts 

 18 especially were opposed to no expansion in there, as I was, and 

 19 Board Member Elters at the time.  He was on the Board.  But we 

 20 were assured that we could change that in the five‐year plan as 

 21 a board.  And as you present each five‐year plan, you make the 

 22 comment that this is in compliance with the Long‐Range 

 23 Transportation Plan, which it is.  

 24 I would like to caution the Board ‐‐ I won't be 

 25 around when you pass this plan, the next one, on the Board, 
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  1 anyway, but I would like to caution the Board to passing a plan 

  2 without any expansion for rural Arizona.  It's a negative thing.  

  3 It's something I heard a lot about at the transportation summit 

  4 from the people there.  

  5 Yes, it's very true the Board can change the 

  6 five‐year plan, what the staff recommendation is, but it is a 

  7 process, as I alluded to previously in this meeting.  It is a 

  8 process that required me asking help from the Board attorney, 

  9 from Michelle Kunzman, when I wanted to change it.  

 10 So my request to you, Greg, would be, one, to 

 11 take that as a comment now from me, representing three counties 

 12 in rural Arizona as a big concern of theirs.  Secondly, I would 

 13 ask that each board member receive a packet of actually what it 

 14 does take to change a five‐year plan, what statutes have to be 

 15 complied with and copies of those statutes so that no one will 

 16 be caught off guard like I was.

 17 MR. BYRES:  Mr. Chairman, we can certainly make 

 18 sure that that ‐‐ each of the board members gets that, and it is 

 19 going to be a ‐‐ to me, it's a highest priority that we get that 

 20 public input as well as input from the Board and legislators and 

 21 so forth as we go forth with the new Long‐Range Transportation 

 22 Plan, because it does.  It sets that precedent for the next five 

 23 years.  

 24 So having that information as well as letting 

 25 everybody know what our current constraints are, particularly 
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  1 economic constraints and what we can and cannot do, I think, is 

  2 ‐‐ that education is imperative to make sure that people 

  3 understand what needs to go into that Long‐Range Transportation 

  4 Plan.  

  5 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  I agree with you, and I don't 

  6 want my comments to be misconstrued.  I am supportive 

  7 (indiscernible).  Just I think we need to have a plan that there 

  8 is a probability or possibility of expansion should the funds 

  9 become available.

 10 Any comments from the Board or staff?  

 11 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Chairman.  Chairman.

 12 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Vice Chairman.

 13 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  I think all ‐‐ the only 

 14 comment I can make is that we try to continue improving our 

 15 transparency, and that if there's any modification or changes 

 16 that are being made, that the stakeholders be notified.  And I 

 17 think that's one thing that we have ‐‐ we continue to remind 

 18 each other of.  So again, I'm happy that we're continuing on 

 19 that road.  So thank you very much.

 20 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Board ‐‐ or Vice 

 21 Chairman.  

 22 Greg, I too would like to thank you for including 

 23 the Board in the P2P process.  That's a request that the board 

 24 members had, and I believe started maybe about three years ago.  

 25 Possibly three or four maybe.  So I want to thank you for that.  
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  1 It's a good move, and it helps us represent our constituents 

  2 better.  So thank you for that, and thank the rest of the staff.

  3 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  Chairman.

  4 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Vice Chairman.

  5 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  One last comment is I 

  6 wanted to let Greg know, and he's been part of this district 

  7 meeting, and I thank Jason (sic).  James did a really good job.  

  8 He was ‐‐ he was very clear in what he was presenting, and he 

  9 was making sure everybody was involved in these discussions.  So 

 10 I just want to again say thank you to Jason as well.  Thank you, 

 11 Chair.

 12 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you.  

 13 Any other comments or questions for Greg?

 14 This is about the easiest I've seen you get off 

 15 in a while Greg.  You're pretty lucky.

 16 MR. BYRES:  I appreciate it.

 17 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Okay.  Thank you for the 

 18 presentation.  I anticipated this conversation would go much 

 19 longer.

 20 At this time I'm going to reopen call to the 

 21 public.  If any of the people who had signed up to speak have 

 22 since called in, Floyd, would you proceed with this?

 23 MR. ROEHRICH:  Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman.  We're 

 24 going to start with Mr. Mike Humphrey.  Mr. Humphrey, if you 

 25 logged into the meeting, please raise your hand.
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  1 WEBEX HOST:  Mr. Humphrey is now unmuted.

  2 MR. HUMPHREY:  Can you hear me?

  3 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Yes, we can.  

  4 MR. ROEHRICH:  Yes, sir.

  5 MR. HUMPHREY:  Do you want to see me too or just 

  6 hear me?  

  7 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  It's your choice.

  8 MR. HUMPHREY:  I like to see you guys.  You can 

  9 see me.  I hit start video.  Did that not work?

 10 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  I'm not seeing you at this 

 11 time.

 12 MR. HUMPHREY:  Okay.  All right.  Well, then I'll 

 13 just ‐‐ you'll just have to hear my voice.  

 14 My name is Mike Humphrey.  I reside at 3760 North 

 15 Camino Sinuoso, Tucson, Arizona 85718.  Thank you for the 

 16 opportunity to address the Transportation Board.  

 17 I would like to direct my remarks in particular 

 18 to the representative from Pima County, General Ted Maxwell, 

 19 because the information I have today concerns a section of I‐10 

 20 that runs within Pima County.  

 21 For the last 13 years, I have been advocating for 

 22 the installation of cross‐median barriers, CMBs, in cross‐median 

 23 crash‐prone sections of I‐10 and other interstate highways in 

 24 Arizona.  Many of these sections have previously been identified 

 25 by ADOT as requiring CMBs.  
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  1 Today I will focus on one of those areas of I‐10:  

  2 Milepost 261 to 281, which remain uncabled.  Here are the grim 

  3 statistics:  Since 2001, DPS reports that there have been 72 

  4 crossover crashes in this section of I‐10.  These crashes are 

  5 involved 125 vehicles, 78 injuries and 21 fatalities.  National 

  6 standards recommend that CMBs be placed in areas with .5 crashes 

  7 per mile per year or .12 fatal crashes per mile per year, 

  8 regardless of median width.  

  9 According to this data, one or both of these 

 10 standards for the installation of CMBs have been met or exceeded 

 11 in this area for every year reported, which is 2001 to 2018, yet 

 12 no CMBs have been installed.  Why has this been allowed to 

 13 happen?  

 14 I will leave the Board with one final question.  

 15 How many more persons must continue to be killed or injured in 

 16 cross‐median crashes on Arizona interstate highways before CMBs 

 17 are installed as recommended ‐‐ as recommended by national 

 18 standards and as part of ADOT's own Countermeasure 

 19 Implementation Install Cable Median Barrier CMB Plan?  

 20 I will continue to update this board with DPS 

 21 crossover crash information on other sections of I‐10 and the 

 22 other interstate highways as it becomes available to me.  I want 

 23 this board to understand the severity of the threat to public 

 24 health and safety posed by the lack of these proven safety 

 25 countermeasures.  
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  1 General Maxwell, I pray that you have the wisdom 

  2 to place this item on your Board's regular agenda for discussion 

  3 and action.  Ignoring this serious public health and safety 

  4 issue will not make it go away.  Thank you.

  5 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Mr. Humphrey.  

  6 Floyd, next speaker.

  7 MR. ROEHRICH:  Next speaker is Mr. Vincent 

  8 Manfredi.  Mr. Manfredi, are you available?  Please raise your 

  9 hand.

 10 WEBEX HOST:  No hand is raised.

 11 MR. ROEHRICH:  Okay.  Thank you.  

 12 Then the last speaker we have was ‐‐ request was 

 13 from Mr. John Paskel.  Mr. Paskel, if you're on, please raise 

 14 your hand.

 15 WEBEX HOST:  No hand is raised.

 16 MR. ROEHRICH:  Mr. Chairman, that's all the 

 17 requests to speak.

 18 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Thank you, Floyd.  

 19 I believe that's the conclusion of our business.  

 20 Is there a motion to adjourn the board meeting?

 21 VICE CHAIR THOMPSON:  I so move.

 22 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  I have a motion.  Do I have a 

 23 second?  

 24 MR. KNIGHT:  Second.

 25 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  Motion by Vice Chairman 
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  1 Thomas, second by Board Member Knight.  

  2 All in favor say aye.

  3 BOARD MEMBERS:  Aye.

  4 CHAIRMAN STRATTON:  This meeting is adjourned.  

  5 (Meeting adjourned at 11:41 a.m.)

  6

  7

  8

  9

 10

 11

 12

 13

 14

 15

 16

 17
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 21
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 24

 25
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  1 STATE OF ARIZONA   )
                   ) ss.

  2 COUNTY OF MARICOPA )

  3

  4 BE IT KNOWN that the foregoing proceedings were 

  5 reported by me, TERESA A. WATSON, Registered Merit Reporter, 

  6 Certified Reporter, Certificate No. 50876, State of Arizona, 

  7 from an electronic recording and were reduced to written form 

  8 under my direction; that the foregoing 98 pages constitute a 

  9 true and accurate transcript of said electronic recording, all 

 10 done to the best of my skill and ability.

 11 I FURTHER CERTIFY that I am in no way related to any 

 12 of the parties hereto, nor am I in any way interested in the 

 13 outcome hereof.

 14 DATED at Phoenix, Arizona, this 10th day of January 

 15 2022.

 16

 17

 18    /s/ Teresa A. Watson    

 19 TERESA A. WATSON, RMR
Certified Reporter

 20 Certificate No. 50876 20

 21

 22

 23

 24

 25
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Adjournment 
A motion to adjourn the October 26, 2021, State Transportation Board Study Session was made by Vice 
Chairman Jesse Thompson and seconded by Board Member Board Member Gary Knight.  In a voice vote, 
the motion carried. 

Meeting adjourned at 11:41 a.m. PST. 

Not Available for Signature______________ 
Steven Stratton, Chairman 
State Transportation Board 

Not Available for Signature______________ 
John S. Halikowski, Director 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–001 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H4921 01R / STP–600–8–802 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Country  Club – Gilbert  Road  (Center Street and Lehi Road) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 089 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 

The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the abandonment of certain 
right of way acquired for the Red Mountain Freeway, State Route 
202 Loop, within the above referenced project. 

Being the Preliminary Transportation Corridor recommended by the 
Regional Council of M. A. G., the Maricopa Association of 
Governments, the right of way to be abandoned was previously 
adopted and approved as the State Route Plan for the Red 
Mountain Freeway by Arizona State Transportation Board 
Resolution 85–04–A–32, dated April 26, 1985, and was designated 
State Route 216.  Resolution 87–11–A–105, dated December 18, 
1987, renumbered and redesignated State Routes 216, 217, and 
part of State Route 220 as the Red Mountain Freeway portion of 
the State Route 202 Loop.  Resolution 88–12–A–115, dated 
December 16, 1988, refined the State Route Plan Corridor and 
authorized advance acquisition.  Thereafter, Resolution 2000–02–
A–011, dated February 18, 2000, established this segment of the 
State Route 202 Loop as a state highway, and was subsequently 
amended by Resolution 2000–06–A–055, dated June 09, 2000, to 
accommodate design change. 

The right of way to be abandoned is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes.  The City of Mesa has agreed to accept 
jurisdiction, ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the 
right of way in accordance with that certain 120 – Day Advance 
Notice of Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, executed 
pursuant to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–001 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H4921 01R / STP–600–8–802 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Country  Club – Gilbert  Road  (Center Street and Lehi Road) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 089 

Accordingly, I recommend that the State’s interest in the right 
of way be abandoned, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” 
and on the maps and plans of the above referenced project. 

The right of way to be abandoned is delineated on the maps and 
plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plan of the RED MOUNTAIN 
FREEWAY, Country Club – Gilbert Road, Project 202L MA 000 H4921 
01R / STP–600–8–802”, and is shown in Appendix “A” attached 
hereto.  

I further recommend that the right of way depicted in Appendix 
“A” be removed from the State Highway System and abandoned to 
the City of Mesa, in accordance with that certain 120 – Day 
Advance Notice of Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, and as 
provided in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28–7207 and 28–7209; 
subject to the retention of existing access control and all 
other currently existing facilities and structures of the State 
Transportation System, if any; and subject to the reservation of 
a perpetual easement for ingress, egress and maintenance of said 
existing facilities and structures, if any, including, but not 
limited to: said access control, soundwalls, drainage, signage, 
utilities, and any and all appurtenances thereto, which shall 
remain intact and under control of the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” and on 
the maps and plans of the above referenced project. 

All other rights of way, easements and appurtenances thereto, 
subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7210, 
shall continue as they existed prior to the disposal of the 
right of way depicted in Appendix “A”. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–001 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H4921 01R / STP–600–8–802 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Country  Club – Gilbert  Road  (Center Street and Lehi Road) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 089 

The abandonment becomes effective upon recordation in the Office 
of the County Recorder in accordance with Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28–7213. 

This resolution is considered the conveying document for the 
right of way to be abandoned; and no further conveyance is 
legally required. 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7046, I recommend that 
the Arizona State Transportation Board adopt a resolution making 
this recommendation effective. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 
for Transportation / State Engineer 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–001 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H4921 01R / STP–600–8–802 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Country  Club – Gilbert  Road  (Center Street and Lehi Road) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 089 

RESOLUTION OF ABANDONMENT 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and State 
Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, on January 
21, 2022, presented and filed with the Arizona State 
Transportation Board his written report under Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28–7046, recommending the abandonment of certain right 
of way to the City of Mesa, within the above referenced project. 

The right of way to be abandoned is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes.  The City of Mesa has agreed to accept 
jurisdiction, ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the 
right of way in accordance with that certain 120 – Day Advance 
Notice of Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, executed 
pursuant to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that the State’s interest in the 
right of way be abandoned. 

The right of way to be abandoned is delineated on the maps and 
plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plan of the RED MOUNTAIN 
FREEWAY, Country Club – Gilbert Road, Project 202L MA 000 H4921 
01R / STP–600–8–802”, and is shown in Appendix “A” attached 
hereto.  

WHEREAS said right of way is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes; and 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–001 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H4921 01R / STP–600–8–802 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Country  Club – Gilbert  Road  (Center Street and Lehi Road) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 089 

WHEREAS the City of Mesa has agreed to accept jurisdiction, 
ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the right of way 
in accordance with that certain 120 – Day Advance Notice of 
Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, executed pursuant to the 
provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209; and 

WHEREAS for the convenience and safety of the traveling public, 
it is necessary that within the area of abandonment, the State 
of Arizona, acting by and through its Department of 
Transportation, shall retain existing access control and all 
other currently existing facilities and structures of the State 
Transportation System, if any; and shall reserve a perpetual 
easement for ingress, egress and maintenance of said existing 
facilities and structures, if any, including, but not limited 
to: said access control, soundwalls, drainage, signage, 
utilities, and any and all appurtenances thereto, which shall 
remain intact and under ADOT control, as depicted in the 
attached Appendix “A” and on said maps and plans; and 

WHEREAS this resolution is considered the conveying document for 
such right of way; and no further conveyance is legally 
required; and 

WHEREAS this Board finds that public safety, necessity and 
convenience will be served by accepting the Deputy Director's 
report; therefore, be it 

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Deputy Director is 
adopted and made part of this resolution; be it further 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–001 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H4921 01R / STP–600–8–802 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Country  Club – Gilbert  Road  (Center Street and Lehi Road) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 089 

RESOLVED that the right of way depicted in Appendix “A” is 
hereby removed from the State Highway System and abandoned to 
the City of Mesa, in accordance with that certain 120 – Day 
Advance Notice of Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, and as 
provided in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28–7207, 28–7209 and 28–
7210; be it further 

RESOLVED that within the area of abandonment, the State of 
Arizona, acting by and through its Department of Transportation, 
hereby retains existing access control and all other currently 
existing facilities and structures of the State Transportation 
System, if any; and reserves a perpetual easement for ingress, 
egress and maintenance of said existing facilities and 
structures, if any, including, but not limited to: said access 
control, soundwalls, drainage, signage, utilities, and any and 
all appurtenances thereto, which shall remain intact and under 
ADOT control, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” and on 
the maps and plans of the above referenced project; be it 
further 

RESOLVED that this abandonment becomes effective upon 
recordation in the Office of the County Recorder in accordance 
with Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7213; and that this resolution 
is the conveying document for the right of way abandoned herein; 
and no further conveyance is legally required; be it further 

RESOLVED that the Deputy Director provide written notice to the 
City of Mesa,  evidencing the abandonment of the State's interest. 

Page 119 of 246



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–001 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H4921 01R / STP–600–8–802 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Country  Club – Gilbert  Road  (Center Street and Lehi Road) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 089 

 

 
 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
 
 
I, DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and 
State Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy 
from the minutes of the Arizona State Transportation Board, made 
in official session on January 21, 2022. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and the official 
seal of the Arizona State Transportation Board on January 21, 
2022. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 

for Transportation / State Engineer 
 Arizona Department of Transportation 
 

 
                                      Seal 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–002 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H5400 01R / RAM 600–8–803 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Gilbert Road – Higley Road  (Thomas and Lehi Roads) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 091 

 

 
 
 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
 
TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the abandonment of certain 
right of way acquired for the Red Mountain Freeway, State Route 
202 Loop, within the above referenced project. 
 
Being the Preliminary Transportation Corridor recommended by the 
Regional Council of M. A. G., the Maricopa Association of 
Governments, the right of way to be abandoned was previously 
adopted and approved as the State Route Plan for the Red 
Mountain Freeway by Arizona State Transportation Board 
Resolution 85–04–A–32, dated April 26, 1985, and was designated 
State Route 216.  In Resolution 87–08–A–78, dated August 21, 
1987, the Board approved and adopted a refined State Route Plan 
Corridor going east of Lindsay Road and authorized advance 
acquisition.  Resolution 87–11–A–105, dated December 18, 1987, 
renumbered and redesignated State Routes 216, 217, and part of 
State Route 220 as the Red Mountain Freeway portion of the State 
Route 202 Loop.  A refined portion of the State Route Plan 
Corridor going west of Lindsay Road was approved and adopted in 
Resolution 88–12–A–115, dated December 16, 1988, which also 
authorized advance acquisition.  Thereafter, in Resolution 2000–
03–A–028, dated March 17, 2000, the Transportation Board 
approved and adopted into the State Route Plan further corridor 
refinement and advance acquisition for this segment.  On 
February 16, 2001, prior to the commencement of construction 
under the above referenced project, this portion of the Red 
Mountain Freeway was established as a controlled access state 
highway by Resolution 2001–02–A–007. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–002 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H5400 01R / RAM 600–8–803 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Gilbert Road – Higley Road  (Thomas and Lehi Roads) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 091 

 

 
 
 
The right of way to be abandoned is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes.  The City of Mesa has agreed to accept 
jurisdiction, ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the 
right of way in accordance with that certain 120 – Day Advance 
Notice of Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, executed 
pursuant to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209. 
 
Accordingly, I recommend that the State’s interest in the right 
of way be abandoned, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” 
and on the maps and plans of the above referenced project. 
 
The right of way to be abandoned is delineated on the maps and 
plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plan of the RED MOUNTAIN 
FREEWAY, Gilbert Road – Higley Road, Project 202L MA 000 H5400 01R 
/ RAM 600–8–803”, and is shown in Appendix “A” attached hereto.  
 
I further recommend that the right of way depicted in Appendix 
“A” be removed from the State Highway System and abandoned to 
the City of Mesa, in accordance with that certain 120 – Day 
Advance Notice of Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, and as 
provided in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28–7207 and 28–7209; 
subject to the retention of existing access control and all 
other currently existing facilities and structures of the State 
Transportation System, if any; and subject to the reservation of 
a perpetual easement for ingress, egress and maintenance of said 
existing facilities and structures, if any, including, but not 
limited to:  said access control, soundwalls, drainage, signage, 
utilities, and any and all appurtenances thereto, which shall 
remain intact and under control of the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” and on 
the maps and plans of the above referenced project. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–002 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H5400 01R / RAM 600–8–803 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Gilbert Road – Higley Road  (Thomas and Lehi Roads) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 091 

 

 
 
 
All other rights of way, easements and appurtenances thereto, 
subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7210, 
shall continue as they existed prior to the disposal of the 
right of way depicted in Appendix “A”. 
 
The abandonment becomes effective upon recordation in the Office 
of the County Recorder in accordance with Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28–7213. 
 
This resolution is considered the conveying document for the 
right of way to be abandoned; and no further conveyance is 
legally required. 
 
Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7046, I recommend that 
the Arizona State Transportation Board adopt a resolution making 
this recommendation effective. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 

for Transportation / State Engineer 
 Arizona Department of Transportation 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–002 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H5400 01R / RAM 600–8–803 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Gilbert Road – Higley Road  (Thomas and Lehi Roads) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 091 

RESOLUTION OF ABANDONMENT 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and State 
Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, on January 
21, 2022, presented and filed with the Arizona State 
Transportation Board his written report under Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28–7046, recommending the abandonment of certain right 
of way to the City of Mesa, within the above referenced project. 

The right of way to be abandoned is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes.  The City of Mesa has agreed to accept 
jurisdiction, ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the 
right of way in accordance with that certain 120 – Day Advance 
Notice of Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, executed 
pursuant to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that the State’s interest in the 
right of way be abandoned. 

The right of way to be abandoned is delineated on the maps and 
plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plan of the RED MOUNTAIN 
FREEWAY, Gilbert Road – Higley Road, Project 202L MA 000 H5400 01R 
/ RAM 600–8–803”, and is shown in Appendix “A” attached hereto.  

WHEREAS said right of way is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes; and 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–002 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H5400 01R / RAM 600–8–803 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Gilbert Road – Higley Road  (Thomas and Lehi Roads) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 091 

 

 
 
 
WHEREAS the City of Mesa has agreed to accept jurisdiction, 
ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the right of way 
in accordance with that certain 120 – Day Advance Notice of 
Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, executed pursuant to the 
provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209; and 
 
WHEREAS for the convenience and safety of the traveling public, 
it is necessary that within the area of abandonment, the State 
of Arizona, acting by and through its Department of 
Transportation, shall retain existing access control and all 
other currently existing facilities and structures of the State 
Transportation System, if any; and shall reserve a perpetual 
easement for ingress, egress and maintenance of said existing 
facilities and structures, if any, including, but not limited 
to: said access control, soundwalls, drainage, signage, 
utilities, and any and all appurtenances thereto, which shall 
remain intact and under ADOT control, as depicted in the 
attached Appendix “A” and on said maps and plans; and 
 
WHEREAS this resolution is considered the conveying document for 
such right of way; and no further conveyance is legally 
required; and 
 
WHEREAS this Board finds that public safety, necessity and 
convenience will be served by accepting the Deputy Director's 
report; therefore, be it 
 
RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Deputy Director is 
adopted and made part of this resolution; be it further 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–002 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H5400 01R / RAM 600–8–803 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Gilbert Road – Higley Road  (Thomas and Lehi Roads) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 091 

RESOLVED that the right of way depicted in Appendix “A” is 
hereby removed from the State Highway System and abandoned to 
the City of Mesa, in accordance with that certain 120 – Day 
Advance Notice of Abandonment, dated September 22, 2021, and as 
provided in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28–7207, 28–7209 and 28–
7210; be it further 

RESOLVED that within the area of abandonment, the State of 
Arizona, acting by and through its Department of Transportation, 
hereby retains existing access control and all other currently 
existing facilities and structures of the State Transportation 
System, if any; and reserves a perpetual easement for ingress, 
egress and maintenance of said existing facilities and 
structures, if any, including, but not limited to: said access 
control, soundwalls, drainage, signage, utilities, and any and 
all appurtenances thereto, which shall remain intact and under 
ADOT control, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” and on 
the maps and plans of the above referenced project; be it 
further 

RESOLVED that this abandonment becomes effective upon 
recordation in the Office of the County Recorder in accordance 
with Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7213; and that this resolution 
is the conveying document for the right of way abandoned herein; 
and no further conveyance is legally required; be it further 

RESOLVED that the Deputy Director provide written notice to the 
City of Mesa,  evidencing the abandonment of the State's interest. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–002 
PROJECT: 202L MA 000 H5400 01R / RAM 600–8–803 
HIGHWAY: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY 
SECTION: Gilbert Road – Higley Road  (Thomas and Lehi Roads) 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 202 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 091 

 

 
 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
 
 
I, DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and 
State Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy 
from the minutes of the Arizona State Transportation Board, made 
in official session on January 21, 2022. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and the official 
seal of the Arizona State Transportation Board on January 21, 
2022. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 

for Transportation / State Engineer 
 Arizona Department of Transportation 
 

 
                                      Seal 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–003 
PROJECT: 060 NA 341 H4663 01R 
HIGHWAY: GLOBE – SHOW LOW 
SECTION: Show Low Creek Bridge, Str. #2823 
ROUTE NO.: U. S. Route 60 
DISTRICT: Northeast 
COUNTY:  Navajo 
DISPOSAL:  D – NE – 007 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 

The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the abandonment of certain 
right of way acquired for the Globe – Show Low Highway, U. S. 
Route 60, within the above referenced project. 

The right of way to be abandoned was previously established as a 
state route by Resolution of the Arizona State Highway 
Commission, dated September 27, 1933, entered on Page 385 of its 
Official Minutes, and was thereafter established as a state 
highway by those dated June 12 and June 28, 1935, shown on Pages 
276 and 309 thereof, respectively.  Additional right of way for 
improvements in the Show Low Streets Section was established as 
a state route and state highway through Arizona State 
Transportation Board Resolution 77–09–A–26, dated May 27, 1977; 
and by Resolution 78–13–A–43, dated August 18, 1978.  Resolution 
89–11–A–92, dated November 17, 1989, disclosed a project that 
constructed additional improvements including the Show Low Creek 
area.  Resolution 91–03–A–21, dated March 15, 1991, provided for 
the documentation, acquisition and establishment of various 
rights of the way along U. S. Route 60, running through three 
counties and lying within the Tonto and Apache – Sitgreaves 
National Forests.  Thereafter, Transportation Board Resolution 
2006–01–A–003, dated January 20, 2006, established additional 
right of way as a state route to be utilized for the replacement 
of the existing Show Low Creek Bridge with an improved structure 
necessary for increased flow capacity. Prior to construction, 
Resolution 2007–04–A–026, dated April 20, 2007, established it 
as a state highway under the above referenced project. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–003 
PROJECT: 060 NA 341 H4663 01R 
HIGHWAY: GLOBE – SHOW LOW 
SECTION: Show Low Creek Bridge, Str. #2823 
ROUTE NO.: U. S. Route 60 
DISTRICT: Northeast 
COUNTY:  Navajo 
DISPOSAL:  D – NE – 007 

The right of way to be abandoned is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes.  The City of Show Low has agreed to 
accept jurisdiction, ownership and maintenance responsibilities 
of the right of way in accordance with City Resolution No. 
R2021–30, and Waiver of Four – Year Advance Notice of Abandonment 
and Pavement Quality Report, dated November 02, 2021, executed 
pursuant to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209. 

Accordingly, I recommend that the State’s interest in the right 
of way be abandoned, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” 
and on the maps and plans of the above referenced project. 

I further recommend that the right of way depicted in Appendix 
“A” be removed from the State Highway System and abandoned to 
the City of Show Low, in accordance with City Resolution No. 
R2021–30, and Waiver of Four – Year Advance Notice of Abandonment 
and Pavement Quality Report, dated November 02, 2021, and as 
provided in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28–7207 and 28–7209; 
subject to the retention of all currently existing facilities 
and structures of the State Transportation System; and subject 
to the reservation of a perpetual easement for ingress, egress 
and maintenance of said existing facilities and structures, 
including, but not limited to: drainage, signage, utilities, 
soundwalls, access control, and any and all appurtenances 
thereto, which shall remain intact and under control of the 
Arizona Department of Transportation, as depicted in the 
attached Appendix “A” and on the maps and plans of the above 
referenced project. 

All other rights of way, easements and appurtenances thereto, 
subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7210, 
shall continue as they existed prior to the disposal of the 
right of way depicted in Appendix “A”. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–003 
PROJECT: 060 NA 341 H4663 01R 
HIGHWAY: GLOBE – SHOW LOW 
SECTION: Show Low Creek Bridge, Str. #2823 
ROUTE NO.: U. S. Route 60 
DISTRICT: Northeast 
COUNTY:  Navajo 
DISPOSAL:  D – NE – 007 

The right of way to be abandoned is delineated on the maps and 
plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the GLOBE – SHOW LOW 
HIGHWAY,  Show Low Creek Bridge,  Project  060  NA  341  H4663  01R”, and 
is shown in Appendix “A” attached hereto. 

The abandonment becomes effective upon recordation in the Office 
of the County Recorder in accordance with Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28–7213. 

This resolution is considered the conveying document for the 
right of way to be abandoned.  No further conveyance is legally 
required. 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7046, I recommend that 
the Arizona State Transportation Board adopt a resolution making 
this recommendation effective. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 
for Transportation / State Engineer 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
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205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–003 
PROJECT: 060 NA 341 H4663 01R 
HIGHWAY: GLOBE – SHOW LOW 
SECTION: Show Low Creek Bridge, Str. #2823 
ROUTE NO.: U. S. Route 60 
DISTRICT: Northeast 
COUNTY:  Navajo 
DISPOSAL:  D – NE – 007 

 

 
 
  

RESOLUTION OF ABANDONMENT 
 
 
DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and State 
Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, on January 
21, 2022, presented and filed with the Arizona State 
Transportation Board his written report under Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28–7046, recommending the abandonment of certain right 
of way to the City of Show Low, within the above referenced 
project. 
 
The right of way to be abandoned is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes.  The City of Show Low has agreed to 
accept jurisdiction, ownership and maintenance responsibilities 
of the right of way in accordance with City Resolution No. 
R2021–30, and Waiver of Four – Year Advance Notice of Abandonment 
and Pavement Quality Report, dated November 02, 2021, executed 
pursuant to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209. 
 
Accordingly, it is recommended that the State’s interest in the 
right of way be abandoned. 
 
The right of way to be abandoned is delineated on the maps and 
plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the GLOBE – SHOW LOW 
HIGHWAY, Show Low Creek Bridge, Project 060 NA 341 H4663 01R”, 
and is shown in Appendix “A” attached hereto. 
 
WHEREAS said right of way is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes; and 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–003 
PROJECT: 060 NA 341 H4663 01R 
HIGHWAY: GLOBE – SHOW LOW 
SECTION: Show Low Creek Bridge, Str. #2823 
ROUTE NO.: U. S. Route 60 
DISTRICT: Northeast 
COUNTY:  Navajo 
DISPOSAL:  D – NE – 007 

 

 
 
 
WHEREAS the City of Show Low has agreed to accept jurisdiction, 
ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the right of way 
in accordance with City Resolution No. R2021–30, and Waiver of 
Four – Year Advance Notice of Abandonment and Pavement Quality 
Report, dated November 02, 2021, executed pursuant to the 
provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209; and 
 
WHEREAS for the convenience and safety of the traveling public, 
it is necessary that within the area of abandonment, the State 
of Arizona, acting by and through its Department of 
Transportation, shall retain all currently existing facilities 
and structures of the State Transportation System; and shall 
reserve a perpetual easement for ingress, egress and maintenance 
of said existing facilities and structures, including, but not 
limited to:  drainage, signage, utilities, soundwalls, access 
control, and any and all appurtenances thereto, which shall 
remain intact and under ADOT control, as depicted in the 
attached Appendix “A” and on said maps and plans; and 
 
WHEREAS this resolution is considered the conveying document for 
such right of way; and no further conveyance is legally 
required; and 
 
WHEREAS this Board finds that public safety, necessity and 
convenience will be served by accepting the Deputy Director's 
report; therefore, be it 
 
RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Deputy Director is 
adopted and made part of this resolution; be it further 
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PROJECT: 060 NA 341 H4663 01R 
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ROUTE NO.: U. S. Route 60 
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DISPOSAL:  D – NE – 007 

 

 
 
 
RESOLVED that the right of way depicted in Appendix “A” is 
hereby removed from the State Highway System and abandoned to 
the City of Show Low, in accordance with City Resolution No. 
R2021–30, and Waiver of Four – Year Advance Notice of Abandonment 
and Pavement Quality Report, dated November 02, 2021, and as 
provided in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28–7207, 28–7209 and 28–
7210; be it further 
 
RESOLVED that within the area of abandonment, the State of 
Arizona, acting by and through its Department of Transportation, 
hereby retains all currently existing facilities and structures 
of the State Transportation System; and reserves a perpetual 
easement for ingress, egress and maintenance of said existing 
facilities and structures, including, but not limited to:  
drainage, signage, utilities, soundwalls, access control, and 
any and all appurtenances thereto, which shall remain intact and 
under ADOT control, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” and 
on the maps and plans of the above referenced project; be it 
further 
 
RESOLVED that this abandonment becomes effective upon 
recordation in the Office of the County Recorder in accordance 
with Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7213; and that this resolution 
is the conveying document for the right of way abandoned herein; 
and no further conveyance is legally required; be it further 
 
RESOLVED that the Deputy Director provide written notice to the 
City of Show Low, evidencing the abandonment of the State's 
interest. 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–003 
PROJECT: 060 NA 341 H4663 01R 
HIGHWAY: GLOBE – SHOW LOW 
SECTION: Show Low Creek Bridge, Str. #2823 
ROUTE NO.: U. S. Route 60 
DISTRICT: Northeast 
COUNTY:  Navajo 
DISPOSAL:  D – NE – 007 

CERTIFICATION 

I, DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and
State Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy 
from the minutes of the Arizona State Transportation Board, made 
in official session on January 21, 2022. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and the official 
seal of the Arizona State Transportation Board on January 21, 
2022. 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 
for Transportation / State Engineer 
Arizona Department of Transportation 

  Seal 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–004 
PROJECT: 089A CN 375 F0154 / A89–B(222)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: MP 375.1 Rockfall Mitigation 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
DISTRICT: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 

 

 
 
 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
 
TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the establishment of new right 
of way as a state route and state highway for the improvement of 
the Prescott  –  Flagstaff Highway, State Route 89A, within the 
above referenced project. 
 
The existing alignment was previously established as a state 
route by Resolution of the Arizona State Highway Commission, 
dated September 09, 1927, entered on Page 26 of its Official 
Minutes, designated State Route 79, and depicted on its Official 
Map of State Routes and State Highways, incorporated by 
reference therein.  It was designated a state highway by the 
Resolutions dated June 28th and July 26th of 1935, shown on 
Pages 312 and 320, respectively, of the Minutes.  Alternate U. S. 
Route 89 was removed from the Federal–Aid Primary System, while 
State Route 79 was added to the Primary System as a state route 
by the Resolution dated September 10, 1954, on Page 68 of the 
Minutes.  Resolution 64–40 of April 14, 1964, extended State 
Route 79 over a portion of U. S. Route 89A running North to 
Flagstaff, and the combined right of way was established as a 
state route and state highway.  Thereafter, Arizona State 
Transportation Board Resolution 84–08–C–48 of August 24, 1984, 
designated the highway as an Arizona Scenic Road.  The U. S. 
Route 89A and State Route 79 designations were eliminated, and 
the Prescott – Flagstaff Highway was renumbered and redesignated 
as State Route 89A in Resolution 93–02–A–08 of March 19, 1993.  
New right of way was established as a state route by Resolution 
2020–07–A–041 of July 17, 2020; and by Resolution 2021–01–A–002, 
dated January 15, 2021, for the above referenced project. 
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ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
DISTRICT: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 

 

 
 
 
New right of way is now needed to accommodate design change and 
facilitate the imminent construction phase of the above 
referenced rockfall hazard mitigation project, necessary to 
enhance convenience and safety for the traveling public. 
 
The new right of way to be established as a state route and 
state highway and acquired for necessary improvements is 
depicted in Appendix “A” and delineated on maps and plans on 
file in the office of the State Engineer, Infrastructure 
Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, Arizona, entitled:  
“Right of Way Plans of the PRESCOTT – FLAGSTAFF HIGHWAY, MP 375.1 
Rockfall Mitigation, Project 089A CN 375 F0154 / A89–B(222)T”. 
 
In the interest of public safety, necessity and convenience, I 
recommend that the new right of way depicted in Appendix “A” be 
established as a state route and state highway. 
 
I recommend the acquisition of the new right of way, pursuant to 
Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28–7092 and 28–7094, an estate in 
fee, or such other interest as required, including advance, 
future and early acquisition, access rights, exchanges or 
donations, haul roads, material for construction, and various 
easements in any property necessary for or incidental to the 
improvements, as delineated on said maps and plans. 
 
I further recommend the immediate establishment of existing 
county, town and city roadways into the state highway system as 
a state route and state highway, which are necessary for or 
incidental to the improvement as delineated on said maps and 
plans, to be effective upon signing of this recommendation.  
This resolution is considered the conveying document for such 
existing county, town and city roadways; and no further 
conveyance is legally required.  
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–004 
PROJECT: 089A CN 375 F0154 / A89–B(222)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: MP 375.1 Rockfall Mitigation 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
DISTRICT: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7046, I recommend the 
adoption of a resolution making this recommendation effective. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 
for Transportation / State Engineer 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–004 
PROJECT: 089A CN 375 F0154 / A89–B(222)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: MP 375.1 Rockfall Mitigation 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
DISTRICT: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 

RESOLUTION OF ESTABLISHMENT 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and State 
Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, on January 
21, 2022, presented and filed with the Arizona State 
Transportation Board his written report under Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28–7046, recommending the acquisition and 
establishment of new right of way as a state route and state 
highway for the improvement of the Prescott – Flagstaff Highway, 
State Route 89A, as set forth in the above referenced project. 

New right of way is now needed to accommodate design change and 
facilitate the imminent construction phase of the above 
referenced rockfall hazard mitigation project, necessary to 
enhance convenience and safety for the traveling public. 

Accordingly, it is necessary to acquire and establish the new 
right of way as a state route and state highway for this 
improvement project. 

The new right of way to be established as a state route and 
state highway and acquired for this improvement is depicted in 
Appendix “A” and delineated on maps and plans on file in the 
office of the State Engineer, Infrastructure Delivery and 
Operations Division, Phoenix, Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way 
Plans of the PRESCOTT – FLAGSTAFF HIGHWAY, MP 375.1 Rockfall 
Mitigation, Project 089A CN 375 F0154 / A89–B(222)T”. 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–004 
PROJECT: 089A CN 375 F0154 / A89–B(222)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: MP 375.1 Rockfall Mitigation 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
DISTRICT: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 

WHEREAS establishment as a state route and state highway, and 
acquisition of the new right of way as an estate in fee, or such 
other interest as required, is necessary for this improvement, 
with authorization pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28–
7092 and 28–7094, to include advance, future and early 
acquisition, access rights, exchanges or donations, haul roads, 
material for construction, and various easements in any property 
necessary for or incidental to the improvements, as delineated 
on said maps and plans; and 

WHEREAS because of these premises, this Board finds public 
safety, necessity and convenience require the recommended 
acquisition and establishment of the new right of way as a state 
route and state highway needed for this improvement; and 

WHEREAS the existing county, town or city roadways, as 
delineated on said maps and plans, are hereby established as a 
state route and state highway by this resolution action; and 
this resolution is considered the conveying document for such 
existing county, town and city roadways; and no further 
conveyance is required; therefore, be it 

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Deputy Director is 
adopted and made part of this resolution; be it further 

RESOLVED that the right of way depicted in Appendix “A” is 
hereby designated a state route and state highway, to include 
any existing county, town or city roadways necessary for or 
incidental to the improvements as delineated on said maps and 
plans; be it further 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–004 
PROJECT: 089A CN 375 F0154 / A89–B(222)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: MP 375.1 Rockfall Mitigation 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
DISTRICT: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 

 

 
 
 
RESOLVED that the Deputy Director is hereby authorized to 
acquire by lawful means, pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 
28–7092 and 28–7094, an estate in fee, or such other interest as 
required, to include advance, future and early acquisition, 
access rights, exchanges or donations, haul roads, material for 
construction, and various easements in any property necessary 
for or incidental to the improvements, as delineated on said 
maps and plans; be it further 
 
RESOLVED that written notice be provided to the County Board of 
Supervisors in accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–
7043, and to the affected governmental jurisdictions for whose 
local existing roadways are being immediately established as a 
state route and state highway herein; and that this resolution 
is the conveying document for such existing county, town and 
city roadways; and no further conveyance is legally required; be 
it further  
 
RESOLVED that the Deputy Director secure an appraisal of the 
property to be acquired and that necessary parties be 
compensated – with the exception of any existing county, town or 
city roadways being immediately established herein as a state 
route and state highway.  Upon failure to acquire said lands by 
other lawful means, the Deputy Director is authorized to 
initiate condemnation proceedings. 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–004 
PROJECT: 089A CN 375 F0154 / A89–B(222)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: MP 375.1 Rockfall Mitigation 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
DISTRICT: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 

 

 
 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
 
 
I, DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and 
State Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy 
from the minutes of the Arizona State Transportation Board, made 
in official session on January 21, 2022. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and the official 
seal of the Arizona State Transportation Board on January 21, 
2022. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 

for Transportation / State Engineer 
 Arizona Department of Transportation 
 

 
                                      Seal 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–005 
PROJECT: 303L MA 105 H6870 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: Lower Buckeye Road – Van Buren Street 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCEL: 7 – 12778 

 

 
 
 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
 
TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the early and advance 
acquisition of real property located within the Preliminary 
Transportation Corridor alignment of the State Route Plan for 
the future controlled access highway now designated the Bob 
Stump Memorial Parkway, State Route 303 Loop, within the above 
referenced project. 
 
This segment of State Route 303 Loop was previously established 
as a state route and was approved and adopted as the State Route 
Plan for the Preliminary Transportation Corridor alignment of 
the Cotton Lane Highway by Arizona State Transportation Board 
Resolution 85–08–A–58, dated August 16, 1985, and was designated 
State Route 517 therein.  Resolution 87–11–A–105, dated December 
18, 1987,  renumbered and redesignated the Cotton Lane Highway and 
the Northwest Loop Highway as the State Route 303 Loop.  
Thereafter, in Resolution 88–05–A–51, dated May 20, 1988, the 
Transportation Board approved, adopted and established a refined 
alignment of the State Route Plan for this segment of the State 
Route 303 Loop, therein referred to as the Estrella Corridor. 
 
An investigation has determined that the land does lie within 
the area of the proposed corridor limits of the project. 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–005 
PROJECT: 303L MA 105 H6870 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: Lower Buckeye Road – Van Buren Street 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCEL: 7 – 12778 

The area of establishment of the land to be acquired by early or 
advance acquisition, to include access control, is depicted in 
Appendix “A”, and delineated on that certain Advance Acquisition 
Detail Sheet, dated December 07, 2021, depicting Parcel 7 – 12778, 
in accordance with the Final Location / Design Concept Report of 
the above referenced project, dated November of 2018, on file in 
the office of the State Engineer, Infrastructure Delivery and 
Operations Division, Phoenix, Arizona. 

The Department has determined that early and advance acquisition 
of corridor rights of way should commence in order to alleviate 
hardship situations, and provide for an orderly acquisition and 
relocation program; and 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7094, it has also been 
determined that a reasonable need exists for the land depicted 
in Appendix “A”, and that early and advance acquisitions will 
forestall development, resulting in a substantial savings to the 
State, and will ensure critical construction bid dates are met. 

Accordingly, I recommend that the land depicted in Appendix “A” 
be established as a state route for a future controlled access 
state highway and designated the Bob Stump Memorial Parkway, 
State Route 303 Loop. 

I further recommend that the early or advance acquisition of 
Parcel 7 – 12778 be authorized within the above referenced 
corridor.  
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–005 
PROJECT: 303L MA 105 H6870 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: Lower Buckeye Road – Van Buren Street 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCEL: 7 – 12778 

Therefore, in the interest of public safety, necessity, and 
convenience, and pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7046, 
I recommend the adoption of a resolution making this 
recommendation effective. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 
for Transportation / State Engineer 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–005 
PROJECT: 303L MA 105 H6870 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: Lower Buckeye Road – Van Buren Street 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCEL: 7 – 12778 

RESOLUTION OF ESTABLISHMENT AND EARLY / ADVANCE ACQUISITION 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and State 
Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, on January 
21, 2022 presented and filed with the Arizona State 
Transportation Board his written report recommending early and 
advance acquisition of real property located within the 
Preliminary Transportation Corridor alignment of the State Route 
Plan for the future controlled access highway which is now 
designated the Bob Stump Memorial Parkway, State Route 303 Loop, 
within the above referenced project. 

This segment of State Route 303 Loop was previously established 
as a state route and was approved and adopted as the State Route 
Plan for the Preliminary Transportation Corridor alignment of 
the Cotton Lane Highway by Arizona State Transportation Board 
Resolution 85–08–A–58, dated August 16, 1985, and was designated 
State Route 517 therein.  Resolution 87–11–A–105, dated December 
18, 1987,  renumbered and redesignated the Cotton Lane Highway and 
the Northwest Outer Loop as State Route 303 Loop. Thereafter, 
in Resolution 88–05–A–51, dated May 20, 1988, the Transportation 
Board approved, adopted and established a refined alignment of 
the State Route Plan for this segment of the State Route 303 
Loop, therein referred to as the Estrella Corridor. 

The Department has determined that early and advance acquisition 
of corridor rights of way should commence in order to alleviate 
hardship situations, and provide for an orderly acquisition and 
relocation program. 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–005 
PROJECT: 303L MA 105 H6870 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: Lower Buckeye Road – Van Buren Street 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCEL: 7 – 12778 

The area of establishment of the land to be acquired by early or 
advance acquisition, to include access control, is depicted in 
Appendix “A”, and delineated on that certain Advance Acquisition 
Detail Sheet, dated December 07, 2021, depicting Parcel 7 – 12778, 
in accordance with the Final Location / Design Concept Report of 
the above referenced project, dated November of 2018, on file in 
the office of the State Engineer, Infrastructure Delivery and 
Operations Division, Phoenix, Arizona. 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7094, it has also been 
determined that a reasonable need exists for the land depicted 
in Appendix “A”, and that early or advance acquisition will 
forestall development, resulting in a substantial savings to the 
State, and will ensure critical construction bid dates are met. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that the land depicted in 
Appendix “A” be established as a state route, and that early and 
advance acquisition of the land be authorized. 

WHEREAS the State Transportation Board has established this 
portion, now designated the Bob Stump Memorial Parkway, as a 
state route and adopted the State Route Plan for the Preliminary 
Transportation Corridor of this section for the future 
controlled access highway; and 

WHEREAS early and advance acquisitions within the corridor will 
alleviate hardship situations, and provide for an orderly 
acquisition and relocation program; and 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–005 
PROJECT: 303L MA 105 H6870 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: Lower Buckeye Road – Van Buren Street 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCEL: 7 – 12778 

WHEREAS pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7094, the 
Deputy Director has determined that a reasonable need exists for 
the above referenced land, and that early or advance acquisition 
would forestall development, resulting in a substantial savings 
to the State, and ensure critical construction bid dates are 
met; and 

WHEREAS because of these premises, this Board finds public 
safety, necessity, and convenience require the early or advance 
acquisition of the parcel as recommended by the Deputy Director; 
therefore, be it 

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Deputy Director is 
adopted and made a part of this resolution; be it further 

RESOLVED that the portion of land as depicted in Appendix “A”, 
and delineated on that certain Advance Acquisition Detail Sheet, 
dated December 07, 2021, depicting Parcel 7 – 12778, in accordance 
with that certain Final Location / Design Concept Report, dated 
November 2018, is hereby established as a state route and 
designated the Bob Stump Memorial Parkway, State Route 303 Loop; 
be it further 

RESOLVED that the corridor depicted in Appendix “A” has been 
approved and adopted as a State Route Plan for the location of a 
future controlled access state highway, now designated the Bob 
Stump Memorial Parkway, State Route 303 Loop, and ingress and 
egress to and from the highway and to and from abutting, 
adjacent, or other lands be denied, controlled, or regulated as 
indicated by the maps and plans.  Where no access is shown, none 
will be allowed to exist; be it further 
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RES. NO. 2022–01–A–005 
PROJECT: 303L MA 105 H6870 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: Lower Buckeye Road – Van Buren Street 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCEL: 7 – 12778 

RESOLVED that the Deputy Director is authorized to proceed with 
early and advance acquisition, including exchanges, to acquire 
an estate in fee and/or easement and the appropriate rights of 
access needed for the corridor depicted in Appendix “A”, 
including material for construction, haul roads, and various 
easements in any property necessary for or incidental to the 
improvements as delineated on said maps and plans, in accordance 
with Arizona Revised Statues § 28–7094; be it further 

RESOLVED that the Deputy Director secure an appraisal of the 
land to be acquired, and that necessary parties be compensated.  
Upon failure to acquire said lands by other lawful means, the 
Deputy Director is authorized to initiate condemnation 
proceedings. 
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January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–005 
PROJECT: 303L MA 105 H6870 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: Lower Buckeye Road – Van Buren Street 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCEL: 7 – 12778 

 

 
 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
 
 
I, DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and 
State Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy 
from the minutes of the Arizona State Transportation Board, made 
in official session on January 21, 2022. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and the official 
seal of the Arizona State Transportation Board on January 21, 
2022. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 

for Transportation / State Engineer 
 Arizona Department of Transportation 
 

 
                                      Seal 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–006 
PROJECT: 303L MA 136 F0424 / 303–A(228)T 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: 51st Avenue and 43rd Avenue T.I.s 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 

The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the establishment and 
improvement of the Bob Stump Memorial Parkway, State Route 303 
Loop, within the above referenced project. 

The existing alignment was previously established as a state 
route and was approved and adopted as the State Route Plan for 
the Preliminary Transportation Corridor alignment of the 
Northwest Loop Highway by Arizona State Transportation Board 
Resolution 85–08–A–59, dated August 16, 1985, and was designated 
State Route 517 therein.  Resolution 87–11–A–105, dated December 
18, 1987,  renumbered and redesignated the Northwest Loop Highway 
and the Cotton Lane Highway as the State Route 303 Loop.  In 
Resolution 2007–01–A–006, dated January 19, 2007, the 
Transportation Board approved, adopted and established a refined 
alignment of the State Route Plan for the segment between Happy 
Valley Road and Interstate Route 17, therein referred to as the 
Estrella Freeway Corridor; it also authorized advance 
acquisition. Thereafter, Resolution 2008–12–A–063, dated 
December 19, 2008, established that and additional right of way 
between 75th Avenue and Interstate 17 as an access controlled 
state route and state highway to accommodate design change and 
facilitate the imminent construction phase. This Resolution was 
also the first to designate the highway as the Bob Stump 
Memorial Parkway. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–006 
PROJECT: 303L MA 136 F0424 / 303–A(228)T 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: 51st Avenue and 43rd Avenue T.I.s 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

New right of way is now needed to be utilized for the above 
referenced improvement project to enhance convenience and safety 
for the traveling public. 

Accordingly, it is necessary to establish and acquire the new 
right of way as a state route, and that access be controlled as 
necessary for this improvement project. 

The new right of way to be established as a state route and 
acquired for this improvement, including access control as 
necessary, is depicted in Appendix “A” and delineated on maps 
and plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Stage III Design Plans, dated November 23, 
2021, BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY, 51st Ave. and 43rd Ave. 
Traffic Interchanges, Project 303L MA 136 F0424 / 303–A(228)T”. 

In the interest of public safety, necessity and convenience, I 
recommend that the new right of way depicted in Appendix “A” be 
established and improved as a state route, that access be 
controlled, and that the new right of way shall be established 
as a state highway prior to construction. 

I further recommend the acquisition of the new right of way 
pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28–7092 and 28–7094, an 
estate in fee, or such other interest as required, including 
advance, future and early acquisition, access rights, exchanges, 
donations, haul roads, material for construction, and various 
easements in any property necessary for or incidental to the 
improvements, as delineated on said maps and plans. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–006 
PROJECT: 303L MA 136 F0424 / 303–A(228)T 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: 51st Avenue and 43rd Avenue T.I.s 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

 

 
 
 
Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7046, I recommend the 
adoption of a resolution making this recommendation effective. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 

for Transportation / State Engineer 
 Arizona Department of Transportation 
 
  

Page 163 of 246



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–006 
PROJECT: 303L MA 136 F0424 / 303–A(228)T 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: 51st Avenue and 43rd Avenue T.I.s 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

RESOLUTION OF ESTABLISHMENT 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and State 
Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, on January 
21, 2022, presented and filed with the Arizona State 
Transportation Board his written report under Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28–7046, recommending the establishment and 
acquisition of new right of way for the improvement of the Bob 
Stump Memorial Parkway, State Route 303 Loop, as set forth in 
the above referenced project. 

New right of way is now needed to be utilized for the above 
referenced improvement project to enhance convenience and safety 
for the traveling public.   

Accordingly, it is necessary to establish and acquire the new 
right of way as a state route, and that access be controlled as 
necessary for this improvement project. 

The new right of way to be established as a state route and 
acquired for this improvement, to include access control as 
necessary, is depicted in Appendix “A” and delineated on maps 
and plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Stage III Design Plans, dated November 23, 
2021, BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY, 51st Ave. and 43rd Ave. 
Traffic Interchanges, Project 303L MA 136 F0424 / 303–A(228)T”. 
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R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–006 
PROJECT: 303L MA 136 F0424 / 303–A(228)T 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: 51st Avenue and 43rd Avenue T.I.s 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

WHEREAS establishment as a state route, and acquisition of the 
new right of way as an estate in fee, or such other interest as 
required, is necessary for this improvement, with authorization 
pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28–7092 and 28–7094 to 
include advance, future and early acquisition, access rights, 
exchanges or donations, haul roads, material for construction, 
and various easements in any property necessary for or 
incidental to the improvements, as delineated on said maps and 
plans; and 

WHEREAS because of these premises, this Board finds public 
safety, necessity and convenience require the recommended 
establishment and acquisition of the new right of way needed for 
this improvement, and that access to the highway be controlled 
as delineated on the maps and plans; therefore, be it 

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Deputy Director is 
adopted and made part of this resolution; be it further 

RESOLVED that the new right of way as depicted in Appendix “A” 
is hereby designated a controlled access state route, that the 
new right of way shall be established as a state highway prior 
to construction, and that ingress and egress to and from the 
highway and to and from abutting, adjacent, or other lands be 
denied, controlled or regulated as indicated by the maps and 
plans.  Where no access is shown, none will be allowed to exist; 
be it further 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–006 
PROJECT: 303L MA 136 F0424 / 303–A(228)T 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: 51st Avenue and 43rd Avenue T.I.s 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

RESOLVED that the Deputy Director is hereby authorized to 
acquire by lawful means pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§
28–7092 and 28–7094, an estate in fee, or such other interest as 
required, to include advance, future and early acquisition, 
access rights, exchanges or donations, haul roads, material for 
construction, and various easements in any property necessary 
for or incidental to the improvements, as delineated on said 
maps and plans; be it further 

RESOLVED that the Deputy Director secure an appraisal of the 
property to be acquired and that necessary parties be 
compensated.  Upon failure to acquire said lands by other lawful 
means, the Deputy Director is authorized to initiate 
condemnation proceedings. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–006 
PROJECT: 303L MA 136 F0424 / 303–A(228)T 
HIGHWAY: BOB STUMP MEMORIAL PARKWAY 
SECTION: 51st Avenue and 43rd Avenue T.I.s 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 303 Loop 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

CERTIFICATION 

I, DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and
State Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy 
from the minutes of the Arizona State Transportation Board, made 
in official session on January 21, 2022. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and the official 
seal of the Arizona State Transportation Board on January 21, 
2022. 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 
for Transportation / State Engineer 
Arizona Department of Transportation 

  Seal 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–007 
PROJECT: 030 MA 000 H6876 
HIGHWAY: TRES RIOS FREEWAY 
SECTIONS: S. R. 303L – 127th Avenue; and 127th Avenue – S. R. 202L 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 30 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCELS:  7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, 
 and 7–12791 

 

 
 
 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
 
TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the establishment, approval 
and adoption of portions of the State Route Plan for the Tres 
Rios Freeway, State Route 30, and the early and advance 
acquisition of parcels within the above referenced project. 
 
Improvements are planned and this project is included in the 
Department's Five Year Construction Program. 
 
An investigation has determined that the land does lie within 
the area of the proposed corridor limits of the project. 
 
The areas of establishment, the location of the State Route Plan 
and the land to be acquired by early or advance acquisitions are 
shown in Appendix “A”, depicting Parcels 7–12504, 7–12535, 7–
12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, and 7–12791, in accordance 
with that certain Location / Design Concept Report, dated April 
2020, on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona. 
 
The Department has determined that early and advance acquisition 
of corridor rights of way should commence in order to alleviate 
hardship situations, and provide for an orderly acquisition and 
relocation program; and 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–007 
PROJECT: 030 MA 000 H6876 
HIGHWAY: TRES RIOS FREEWAY 
SECTIONS: S. R. 303L – 127th Avenue; and 127th Avenue – S. R. 202L
ROUTE NO.: State Route 30 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCELS:  7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, 

and 7–12791

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7094, it has also been 
determined that a reasonable need exists for the land depicted 
in Appendix “A”, and that early and advance acquisitions will 
forestall development, resulting in a substantial savings to the 
State, and will ensure critical construction bid dates are met. 
Accordingly, I recommend that the parcels of land referenced 
above and depicted in Appendix “A” be established as a state 
route, designated the Tres Rios Freeway, State Route 30. 

I further recommend that these parcels of land be approved and 
adopted as a portion of the State Route Plan for the Tres Rios 
Freeway and that early or advance acquisition of Parcels 7–
12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, and 7–12791 
be authorized. 

Therefore, in the interest of public safety, necessity, and 
convenience, and pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7046, 
I recommend the adoption of a resolution making this 
recommendation effective. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 
for Transportation / State Engineer 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–007 
PROJECT: 030 MA 000 H6876 
HIGHWAY: TRES RIOS FREEWAY 
SECTIONS: S. R. 303L – 127th Avenue; and 127th Avenue – S. R. 202L 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 30 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCELS:  7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, 
 and 7–12791 

 

 
 
 

RESOLUTION OF ESTABLISHMENT AND EARLY AND ADVANCE ACQUISITION 
 
 
DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and State 
Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, on January 
21, 2022, presented and filed with the Arizona State 
Transportation Board his written report recommending the 
establishment and the approval and adoption of a portion of the 
State Route Plan for the Tres Rios Freeway, State Route 30, and 
the early and advance acquisition of parcels within the above 
referenced project. 
 
Improvements are planned and this project is included in the 
Department's Five Year Construction Program. 
 
The areas of establishment, the location of the State Route 
Plan, and the portions of land to be acquired by early or 
advance acquisitions are shown in Appendix “A”, depicting 
Parcels 7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, 
and 7–12791, in accordance with that certain Location / Design 
Concept Report, dated April 2020, on file in the office of the 
State Engineer, Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, 
Phoenix, Arizona. 
 
The Department has determined that early and advance acquisition 
of corridor rights of way should commence in order to alleviate 
hardship situations, and provide for an orderly acquisition and 
relocation program; and 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–007 
PROJECT: 030 MA 000 H6876 
HIGHWAY: TRES RIOS FREEWAY 
SECTIONS: S. R. 303L – 127th Avenue; and 127th Avenue – S. R. 202L
ROUTE NO.: State Route 30 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCELS:  7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, 

and 7–12791

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7094, it has also been 
determined that a reasonable need exists for the land depicted 
in Appendix “A”, and that early and advance acquisitions will 
forestall development, resulting in a substantial savings to the 
State, and will ensure critical construction bid dates are met. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that the parcels of land 
referenced above and depicted in Appendix “A” be established as 
a state route, and approved and adopted as the State Route Plan 
for the Tres Rios Freeway, and that early and advance 
acquisition of the properties be authorized. 

WHEREAS design and construction are planned for the alignment, 
and the above referenced project is included in the Five Year 
Construction Program; and 

WHEREAS early or advance acquisitions will alleviate hardship 
situations, and provide for an orderly acquisition and 
relocation program; and 

WHEREAS pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7094, the 
Deputy Director has determined that a reasonable need exists for 
the above referenced parcels of land, and that early and advance 
acquisition would forestall development, resulting in a 
substantial savings to the State, and would ensure critical 
construction bid dates are met; and 

WHEREAS the areas depicted in Appendix “A” should be established 
as a state route and adopted and approved as portions of the 
State Route Plan for the Tres Rios Freeway, State Route 30; and 
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R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–007 
PROJECT: 030 MA 000 H6876 
HIGHWAY: TRES RIOS FREEWAY 
SECTIONS: S. R. 303L – 127th Avenue; and 127th Avenue – S. R. 202L
ROUTE NO.: State Route 30 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCELS:  7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, 

and 7–12791

WHEREAS because of these premises, this Board finds public 
safety, necessity, and convenience require the recommended 
establishment and the approval and adoption of portions of the 
State Route Plan, and early or advance acquisition of the 
parcels as recommended by the Deputy Director; therefore, be it 

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Deputy Director is 
adopted and made a part of this resolution; be it further 

RESOLVED that the portions of land as shown in Appendix “A”, 
depicting Parcels 7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 
7–12730, and 7–12791, in accordance with that certain Location /
Design Concept Report, dated April 2020, are hereby established 
as a state route and designated the Tres Rios Freeway, State 
Route 30; be it further 

RESOLVED that the State Route Plan for the location of those 
portions of Parcels 7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 
7–12730, and 7–12791, as depicted in Appendix “A”, is hereby 
approved and adopted; be it further 

RESOLVED that the Deputy Director is authorized to proceed with 
early and advance acquisitions, including exchanges, to acquire 
an estate in fee and/or easement and the appropriate rights of 
access needed for the corridor depicted in Appendix “A”, 
including material for construction, haul roads, and various 
easements in any property necessary for or incidental to the 
improvements as delineated on said maps and plans, in accordance 
with Arizona Revised Statues § 28–7094; be it further 
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205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–007 
PROJECT: 030 MA 000 H6876 
HIGHWAY: TRES RIOS FREEWAY 
SECTIONS: S. R. 303L – 127th Avenue; and 127th Avenue – S. R. 202L
ROUTE NO.: State Route 30 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCELS:  7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, 

and 7–12791

RESOLVED that the Deputy Director secure appraisals of the 
properties to be acquired, and that necessary parties be 
compensated.  Upon failure to acquire said lands by other lawful 
means, the Deputy Director is authorized to initiate 
condemnation proceedings. 
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205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–007 
PROJECT: 030 MA 000 H6876 
HIGHWAY: TRES RIOS FREEWAY 
SECTIONS: S. R. 303L – 127th Avenue; and 127th Avenue – S. R. 202L 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 30 
DISTRICT: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
PARCELS:  7–12504, 7–12535, 7–12562, 7–12589, 7–12697, 7–12730, 
 and 7–12791 

 

 
 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
 
 
I, DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and 
State Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy 
from the minutes of the Arizona State Transportation Board, made 
in official session on January 21, 2022. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and the official 
seal of the Arizona State Transportation Board on January 21, 
2022. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 

for Transportation / State Engineer 
 Arizona Department of Transportation 
 

 
                                      Seal 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 
 
 
 

January 21, 2022 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2022–01–A–008 
PROJECT: 017 MA 207 H2402 04R  /  NH–17–1(318) 
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CORDES JUNCTION 
SECTION: Dunlap Avenue T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 17 
DISTRICT: Central         
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 104 

 

 
 
 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
 
TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the abandonment of certain 
right of way acquired for the Phoenix – Cordes Junction Highway, 
Interstate Route 17, within the above referenced project. 
 
Originally a County Road known as the Black Canyon Road, this 
segment was established as a state route and state highway by 
the Arizona State Highway Commission Resolution of May 19, 1936, 
entered on Page 587 of its Official Minutes; and was designated 
as State Route 69, on Page 624 thereof.  The Resolution dated 
September 05, 1946, shown on Page 17 of the Official Minutes, 
established additional right of way for the relocation and 
alteration of the Phoenix – Rock Springs Highway.   The width for 
this segment was established at 366 feet by Resolutions of March 
30, 1955, shown on Page 204; and May 23, 1955, on Page 259 of 
the Official Minutes, and named therein as the Phoenix 
Controlled Access Highway.  This Interstate Route 17 alignment 
was established as a state highway under widening Project I  003–2 
by Resolution 59–23, dated September 05, 1958, and therein named 
the Phoenix Interstate Highway.  Right of way for the Dunlap 
Avenue Traffic Interchange was established as a state highway on 
June 04, 1971, by Resolution 71–53 for Project T–980(16).  
Thereafter, additional right of way for widening along Dunlap 
Avenue was established as a controlled access state route and 
state highway under the above referenced Project 017 MA 207 
H2402 04R / NH–17–1(318), by Arizona State Transportation Board 
Resolution 96–02–A–011, dated February 16, 1996. 
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January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–008 
PROJECT: 017 MA 207 H2402 04R  /  NH–17–1(318) 
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CORDES JUNCTION 
SECTION: Dunlap Avenue T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 17 
DISTRICT: Central         
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 104 

The right of way to be abandoned is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes.  The City of Phoenix has agreed to 
accept jurisdiction, ownership and maintenance responsibilities 
for the right of way in accordance with that certain Waiver of 
Four – Year Advance Notice of Abandonment and Pavement Quality 
Report, dated December 21, 2021, executed pursuant to the 
provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209. Accordingly, I 
recommend that the State’s interest in the right of way be 
abandoned, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” and on the 
maps and plans of the above referenced project. 

The right of way to be abandoned is delineated on the maps and 
plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plan of the PHOENIX – CORDES 
JUNCTION HIGHWAY, Northern Ave. & Dunlap Ave. T. I.s, Project 017 
MA 207 H2402 04R / NH–17–1(318)”, and is shown in Appendix “A” 
attached hereto.  

All other rights of way, easements and appurtenances thereto, 
subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7210, 
shall continue as they existed prior to the disposal of the 
right of way depicted in Appendix “A”.   

The abandonment becomes effective upon recordation in the Office 
of the County Recorder in accordance with Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28–7213. This resolution is considered the conveying 
document for the right of way to be abandoned; and no further 
conveyance is legally required. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–008 
PROJECT: 017 MA 207 H2402 04R  /  NH–17–1(318) 
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CORDES JUNCTION 
SECTION: Dunlap Avenue T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 17 
DISTRICT: Central         
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 104 

I further recommend that the right of way depicted in Appendix 
“A” be removed from the State Highway System and abandoned to 
the City of Phoenix, in accordance with that certain Waiver of 
Four – Year Advance Notice of Abandonment and Pavement Quality 
Report, dated December 21, 2021, and as provided in Arizona 
Revised Statutes §§ 28–7207 and 28–7209; subject to the retention 
of existing access control and all other currently existing 
facilities and structures of the State Transportation System, if 
any; and subject to the reservation of a perpetual easement for 
ingress, egress and maintenance of said existing facilities and 
structures, if any, including, but not limited to: said access 
control, soundwalls, drainage, signage, utilities, and any and 
all appurtenances thereto, which shall remain intact and under 
control of the Arizona Department of Transportation, as depicted 
in the attached Appendix “A” and on the maps and plans of the 
above referenced project. 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7046, I recommend that 
the Arizona State Transportation Board adopt a resolution making 
this recommendation effective. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 
for Transportation / State Engineer 
Arizona Department of Transportation 

Page 187 of 246



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–008 
PROJECT: 017 MA 207 H2402 04R  /  NH–17–1(318) 
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CORDES JUNCTION 
SECTION: Dunlap Avenue T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 17 
DISTRICT: Central         
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 104 

RESOLUTION OF ABANDONMENT 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and State 
Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, on January 
21, 2022, presented and filed with the Arizona State 
Transportation Board his written report under Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28–7046, recommending the abandonment of certain right 
of way to the City of Phoenix within the above referenced 
project. 

The right of way to be abandoned is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes.  The City of Phoenix has agreed to 
accept jurisdiction, ownership and maintenance responsibilities 
for the right of way in accordance with that certain Waiver of 
Four – Year Advance Notice of Abandonment and Pavement Quality 
Report, dated December 21, 2021, executed pursuant to the 
provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209.  Accordingly, 
it is recommended that the State’s interest in the right of way 
be abandoned. 

The right of way to be abandoned is delineated on the maps and 
plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plan of the TOPICS (PHOENIX), 
Dunlap Avenue T. I. Section, Project T–980(16)”; and on those 
entitled:  “Right of Way Plan of the PHOENIX – CORDES JUNCTION 
HIGHWAY, Northern Ave. & Dunlap Ave. T. I.s, Project 017 MA 207 
H2402 04R / NH–17–1(318)”, and is shown in Appendix “A” attached 
hereto.  

WHEREAS said right of way is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes; and 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–008 
PROJECT: 017 MA 207 H2402 04R  /  NH–17–1(318) 
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CORDES JUNCTION 
SECTION: Dunlap Avenue T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 17 
DISTRICT: Central         
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 104 

WHEREAS the City of Phoenix has agreed to accept jurisdiction, 
ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the right of way 
in accordance with that certain Waiver of Four – Year Advance 
Notice of Abandonment and Pavement Quality Report, dated 
December 21, 2021, executed pursuant to the provisions of 
Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7209; and 

WHEREAS for the convenience and safety of the traveling public, 
it is necessary that within the area of abandonment, the State 
of Arizona, acting by and through its Department of 
Transportation, shall retain existing access control and all 
other currently existing facilities and structures of the State 
Transportation System, if any; and shall reserve a perpetual 
easement for ingress, egress and maintenance of said existing 
facilities and structures, if any, including, but not limited 
to: said access control, soundwalls, drainage, signage, 
utilities, and any and all appurtenances thereto, which shall 
remain intact and under ADOT control, as depicted in the 
attached Appendix “A” and on said maps and plans; and 

WHEREAS this resolution is considered the conveying document for 
such right of way; and no further conveyance is legally 
required; and 

WHEREAS this Board finds that public safety, necessity and 
convenience will be served by accepting the Deputy Director's 
report; therefore, be it 

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Deputy Director is 
adopted and made part of this resolution; be it further 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–008 
PROJECT: 017 MA 207 H2402 04R  /  NH–17–1(318) 
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CORDES JUNCTION 
SECTION: Dunlap Avenue T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 17 
DISTRICT: Central         
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 104 

RESOLVED that the right of way depicted in Appendix “A” is 
hereby removed from the State Highway System and abandoned to 
the City of Phoenix, in accordance with that certain Waiver of 
Four – Year Advance Notice of Abandonment and Pavement Quality 
Report, dated December 21, 2021, and as provided in Arizona 
Revised Statutes §§ 28–7207, 28–7209 and 28–7210; be it further 

RESOLVED that within the area of abandonment, the State of 
Arizona, acting by and through its Department of Transportation, 
hereby retains existing access control and all other currently 
existing facilities and structures of the State Transportation 
System, if any; and reserves a perpetual easement for ingress, 
egress and maintenance of said existing facilities and 
structures, if any, including, but not limited to: said access 
control, soundwalls, drainage, signage, utilities, and any and 
all appurtenances thereto, which shall remain intact and under 
ADOT control, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” and on 
the maps and plans of the above referenced project; be it 
further 

RESOLVED that this abandonment becomes effective upon 
recordation in the Office of the County Recorder in accordance 
with Arizona Revised Statutes § 28–7213; and that this resolution 
is the conveying document for the right of way abandoned herein; 
and no further conveyance is legally required; be it further 

RESOLVED that the Deputy Director provide written notice to the 
City of Phoenix, evidencing the abandonment of the State's 
interest. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007–3212 

January 21, 2022 

RES. NO. 2022–01–A–008 
PROJECT: 017 MA 207 H2402 04R  /  NH–17–1(318) 
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CORDES JUNCTION 
SECTION: Dunlap Avenue T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 17 
DISTRICT: Central         
COUNTY:  Maricopa 
DISPOSAL: D – C – 104 

CERTIFICATION 

I, DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director for Transportation and
State Engineer of the Arizona Department of Transportation, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy 
from the minutes of the Arizona State Transportation Board, made 
in official session on January 21, 2022. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and the official 
seal of the Arizona State Transportation Board on January 21, 
2022. 

DALLAS L. HAMMIT, Deputy Director 
for Transportation / State Engineer 
Arizona Department of Transportation 

  Seal 
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:
New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6a.

Program Amount:

SR 260 @ MP 357

Hon-Dah - McNary 

PAVEMENT PRESERVATION AND PARTIAL REHAB 

Navajo

Northeast

FY 20 22

F041601C TIP#: 102311

Angela Galietti

$1,600,000

$2,100,000

Increase Construction Budget.

PPAC - PROJECT MODIFICATIONS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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QT1P

Hon-Dah - McNary PAVEMENT PRESERVATION AND PARTIAL REHAB

SR 260 357Northeast

Angela Galietti     @    (602) 712-7551

F041601C

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Navajo

2. Teleconference: No

3

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 12/21/2021

12/28/2021

Angela Galietti

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

205 S 17th Ave, 614E - 4983 PROJECT MANAGEMENT

?

PROJECT FUNDING VERIFIED BY PM

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
102311 $1,600 . .

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
74822 $500 MINOR & 

PREVENTATIVE 
PAVEMENT 
PRESERVATION

10231116. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

STAGE V

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$1,600

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$500

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$2,100

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: NO NOADV:

PRB Item #:

08 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NO

YES24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

YES

NO24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: YES

YES24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

 22

2/16/2022

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

260-C(214)T

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Increase Construction Budget

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

Pavement preservation and partial rehabilitation to include thin bonded overlay and partial rehab. Cost includes ICAP.

Construction Estimate greater than funded amount due to unit price and additional areas that required partial rehab than 
originally accounted for. 

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: NOT APPLICABLE

CHANGE IN BUDGET

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 1/5/2022

$1,600
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:

I-10 @ MP 247.6

INA RD - RUTHRAUFF RD

CONSTRUCT WIDENING

Pima

Southcentral

FY 2022

H758301C TIP#: 8915

New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6b.

Program Amount:
Derek  

$155,457,000

$169,102,000

Increase budget.

PPAC - PROJECT MODIFICATIONS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

Boland

Page 196 of 246



QL1J

INA RD - RUTHRAUFF RD CONSTRUCT WIDENING

10 247.6Southcentral

Derek Boland     @    (602) 712-6660

H758301C

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Pima

2. Teleconference: No

5.8

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 12/21/2021

12/28/2021

Derek Boland

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

205 S 17th Ave, 295, 614E - 4983 PROJECT MANAGEMENT

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
 8915 $1,100 . FY 22 PAG 2.6

 8915 $3,165 . FY 24 PAG 2.6

 8915 $25,587 . FY 24 ADOT STP

 8915 $3,400 . FY 23 PAG 2.6

 8915 $6,756 . FY 23 PAG STP

 8915 $35,163 . FY 23 PAG STP

 8915 $6,207 . FY 22 ADOT STP

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
72322 $13,645 CONTINGENCY

8915  16. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

STAGE IV

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$155,457

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$13,645

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$169,102

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: NO NOADV:

PRB Item #:

12 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

YES

NO24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

YES

YES24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: NO

NO24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

22

4/22/2022

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

NHPP010-D(211)A

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Increase budget

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

Additional funding is required to account for an estimated increase in labor costs and unit prices for asphalt, concrete and steel.

ICAP is included in this request

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: YES

CHANGE IN BUDGET

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 1/5/2022

$155,457
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:
New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6c.

Program Amount:

SR 30 @ MP   0.0

SR 303L - SR 202L, SOUTH MOUNTAIN, PHASE I 

Right-of-Way

Maricopa

Central

H687601R TIP#: 8892  

Troy Sieglitz

$208,988,000

$349,445,000

Increase Budget.

PPAC - PROJECT MODIFICATIONS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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JG1H

SR 303L - SR 202L, SOUTH MOUNTAIN, PHASE I Right-of-Way

30 0.0Central

Troy Sieglitz     @    (602) 712-2211

H687601R

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Maricopa

2. Teleconference: No

24.0

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 12/14/2021

12/14/2021

Troy Sieglitz

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

205 S 17th Ave, ,  -  

PROJECT FUNDING VERIFIED BY PM

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
40208 $15,000 .

49918 $60,000 . FY2018

8892 $56,944 SR 303L - SR 202L 
(SOUTH MOUNTAIN), 
PHASE I

8892 $10,000 SR 303L - SR 202L 
(SOUTH MOUNTAIN), 
PHASE I

OTHR10 $100 . FY2010

8892 $66,944 SR 303L - SR 202L 
(SOUTH MOUNTAIN), 
PHASE I

FY2021 RARF

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
8892 $52,100 SR 303L - SR 202L 

(SOUTH MOUNTAIN), 
PHASE I

FY2022, RARF, NHPP

49822 $27,976 . .

49922 $60,381 . .

8892  16. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

STAGE I

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$208,988

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$140,457

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$349,445

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: NO NOADV:

PRB Item #:

04 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NO

NO24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

YES

NO24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: NO

NO24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

NHPP888-0(0)A

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Increase Budget

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: NO

$208,988
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The environmental decision document (Environmental Assessment) was approved on 11/06/2019 with a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) allowing for right-of-way acquisition to move forward for the SR 30, Tres Rios Freeway.  Right-of-
Way acquisition and funding is programmed over several years. This request will add FY 2022 funding for continued right-of-
way acquisitions.

FY22 funding for right-of-way and utilities was updated and approved by the MAG Regional Council through a TIP Amendment 
on December 1, 2021.

DOT 22-839
Right-of-Way: $127,110K
ICAP: $13,347K

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

CHANGE IN BUDGET

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 1/5/2022
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:
New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6d.

Program Amount:

PPAC - NEW PROJECTS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION

I-10 @ MP 226.5

RED ROCK TI

CONSTRUCT RAMPS

Pinal

Southcentral

F034601D  TIP# : 100183 

Christ Dimitropolos

$0

$30,000

Establish new project. 
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RED ROCK TI CONSTRUCT RAMPS

10 226.5Southcentral

Christ Dimitroplos     @    (602) 712-2217

F034601D

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Pinal

2. Teleconference: (602) 712-2217

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 12/14/2021

12/14/2021

Christ Dimitroplos

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

205 S 17th Ave, , 310B - 4983 PROJECT MANAGEMENT

?

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
OTHR22 $30 .

10018316. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

20-0007853-I

NOT APPLICABLE

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$0

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$30

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$30

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: YES NOADV:

PRB Item #:

09 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NO

NO24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

NO

NO24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: NO

NO24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Establish new project. 

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

Developer is improving the access and re-aligning the off ramp.   
This project is completely developer funded.
This request is to fund design review and compliance review.  This project will be constructed by permit.

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: NO

ESTABLISH A NEW PROJECT

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 1/5/2022

$0
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:
New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6e.

Program Amount:

Local Roads

Overfield Rd, Casa Grande & Signal Peak Rd, Coolidge 

INSTALL RUMBLE STRIPS

Pinal

Southcentral

T031001D TIP#: 101740

Michael Andazola

$0

$180,000

Establish Project.

PPAC - NEW PROJECTS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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PR1P

Overfield Rd, Casa Grande & Signal Peak Rd, Coolidge INSTALL RUMBLE STRIPS

0000 PPNSouthcentral

Michael Andazola     @    (602) 712-7629

T031001D

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Pinal

2. Teleconference: No

5.6

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 12/21/2021

12/28/2021

Michael Andazola

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

205 S 17th Ave, , 614E - 4983 PROJECT MANAGEMENT

?

PROJECT FUNDING VERIFIED BY PM

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
70122 $180 MODERNIZATION

10174016. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

21-0008128-I   & 21-
0008241-I

NOT APPLICABLE

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$0

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$180

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$180

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: YES YESADV:

PRB Item #:

02 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NO

NO24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

NO

NO24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: NO

NO24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

HSIPPPN-0(226)T

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Establish Project

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

This highway safety improvement project will address lane departures by installing centerline and edgeline rumble strips along 
Overfield Road in the City of Casa Grande and along Signal Peak Rd in the City of Coolidge.

Consultant:$150K
Staff: $30K

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: NO

ESTABLISH A NEW PROJECT

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 1/5/2022

$0
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STATE ENGINEER’S REPORT
December 2021

The Status of Projects Under Construction report for
December 2021 shows 78 projects under construction valued at
$1,540,861,895.43. The transportation board awarded 2 projects
during December valued at approximately $15.9 million.

During December, the Department finalized 9 projects valued
at $30,147,404.27. Projects where the final cost exceeded the
contractors bid amount by more than 5% are detailed in your board
package.

Fiscal Year to date we have finalized 49 projects. The total
cost of these 49 projects has exceeded the contractors bid amount
by 5.0%. Deducting incentive/bonus payments, revisions,
omissions and additional work paid for by others, fiscal year to
date reduces this percentage to 2.2%.
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MONTHLY CONSTRUCTION REPORT

December 2021

PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION 78

MONETARY VALUE OF CONTRACTS $1,540,681,895.43)

PAYMENTS MADE TO DATE $729,161,029.06)

STATE PROJECTS 62

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 16

OTHER

CONTRACTS EXECUTED IN DECEMBER 2021 1

MONETARY AMOUNT OF CONTRACTS EXECUTED $4,175,450.50)

FIELD REPORTS SECTION

EXT. 7301
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Arizona Department of Transportation
Field Reports Section

December, 2021
Completed Contracts Fiscal Year 2022

Project Number Contractor Bid Amount Final Cost PercentMonetaryState Estimate
Location
District

CLF-0(201)T    
T002701C

 Working Days:
SouthEast District

Zorilla Street Bridge 
#9633   

130
Days Used: 111

Low Bid =       $335,623.38 or 37.72% over State Estimate
-0.1 %($1,057.95)$1,224,337.43

J. BANICKI CONSTRUCTION,
INC. $1,225,395.38889,772.00

017-B-(224)T
H854401C

 Working Days:
NorthCent District

VERDE RIVER 
BRIDGES NB, SB (ST

240
Days Used: 235

Low Bid =      ($63,721.40) or 3.26% under State Estimate
-93.1 %($1,757,902.90)$130,581.60

N.G.U CONTRACTING, INC.

$1,888,484.501,952,205.90

MAR-0-(206)T   
T008601C

 Working Days:
Central District

MAR-CSG HWY - 
PORTER RD TO WHI

137 = 130 + 7
Days Used: 137

Low Bid =       $234,068.00 or 7.02% over State Estimate
-5.9 %($211,582.48)$3,358,361.32

NESBITT CONTRACTING CO.,
INC. $3,569,943.803,335,875.80

093-A-(207)T
H865901C

 Working Days:
NorthWest District

WINDY POINT RD TO
MINERAL PARK

0
Days Used: 231

Low Bid =       $651,952.17 or 9.69% over State Estimate
-8.0 %($593,754.02)$6,783,706.15

FANN CONTRACTING, INC

$7,377,460.176,725,508.00
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Arizona Department of Transportation
Field Reports Section

December, 2021
Completed Contracts Fiscal Year 2022

Project Number Contractor Bid Amount Final Cost PercentMonetaryState Estimate
Location
District

008-A-(230)T
F009401C

 Working Days:
SouthWest District

East of Yuma - 
Maricopa County

240
Days Used: 191

Low Bid =      ($1,635,666.80) or 11.43% under State Estimate
10.9 % $1,382,083.92$14,058,923.29

FNF CONSTRUCTION, INC.

$12,676,839.3714,312,506.17

MM0-0-(217)T   
T009501C

 Working Days:
NorthWest District

Pierce Ferry Rd. - Lloyd
St. t

140
Days Used: 137

Low Bid =       $246,321.67 or 16.46% over State Estimate
-5.8 %($100,329.08)$1,642,430.29

SHOW LOW CONSTRUCTION,
INC. $1,742,759.371,496,437.70

060-E-(218)T
F015601C

 Working Days:
NorthEast District

Salt River Canyon to 
Cibecue  

134 = 100 + 19 + 15
Days Used: 130

Low Bid =       $251,046.88 or 43.23% over State Estimate
-13.1 %($109,188.64)$722,613.54

TECHNOLOGY
CONSTRUCTION, INC. $831,802.18580,755.30

095-D-(218)T
F020901C

 Working Days:
NorthWest District

7th Street - Aviation 
Way     

67 = 60 + 7
Days Used: 65

Low Bid =      ($48,368.69) or 8.31% under State Estimate
4.4 % $23,350.17$557,326.43

COMBS CONSTRUCTION
COMPANY, INC. $533,976.26582,344.95
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Arizona Department of Transportation
Field Reports Section

December, 2021
Completed Contracts Fiscal Year 2022

Project Number Contractor Bid Amount Final Cost PercentMonetaryState Estimate
Location
District

095-D-(216)T
F014601C

 Working Days:
NorthWest District

Aztec Road to Bullhead 
City Pa

116 = 115 + 1
Days Used: 118

Low Bid =       $52,240.60 or 3.08% over State Estimate
-4.5 %($79,180.78)$1,669,124.22

MCCORMICK CONSTRUCTION
CO. $1,748,305.001,696,064.40
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 Monetary

$23,495.81

December, 2021

 No. of Contracts  State Estimate  Bid Amount

$31,571,470.229
 Totals

# of Projects: 9

 Final Cost

 Monetary
($1,447,561.76)

$31,594,966.03 $30,147,404.27

Completed Contracts (FiscalYear 2022)
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No. of Contracts

49

State Estimate
Accumulative

Monetary Percent

5.%

Prepared By:

Bid Amount Final Cost

$13,148,511.09$275,836,515.59

Accumulation to Date (FiscalYear 2022 ONLY)

$262,688,004.50$269,087,196.37

Field Reports Unit, X7301

Checked By:

Irene Del Castillo, Manager 
Field Reports Unit, X7301

DocuSign Envelope ID: 5933BC9A-C9EE-417C-BD4B-AF583599DDB5

1/4/2022 1/4/2022
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Final Cost Summary FY22.xlsx

FINAL COST VS BID ADJUSTED
FISCAL YEAR 2022.

 LESS ADJUSTMENTS FOR

MONTH
CUMULATIVE 
FINAL COST

REVISIONS/ 
OMISSIONS #4 & #5

INCENTIVE/  
BONUS         #7

ADD'L WORK PD 
OTHERS    #3

CUMULATIVE 
ADJ

CUMULATIVE 
BID AMOUNT

ADJUSTED 
FINAL COST ADJ CUM

Jul-21 ($ 13,114,728)   ($ 243,287) ($ (7,189)            ($ 69,966) ($ 306,064)      ($ 12,739,896)     ($ 12,808,665)   0.5%
Aug-21 ($ 159,659,933) ($ 2,730,400)            ($ 500,755)         ($ 1,096,935)         ($ 4,634,153)   ($ 152,575,285)   ($ 155,025,780) 1.6%
Sep-21 ($ 209,786,828) ($ 709,024) ($ 122,004)         ($ - ) ($ 5,465,181)   ($ 195,717,714)   ($ 204,321,647) 4.4%
Oct-21 ($ 244,205,723) ($ 246,754) ($ 758,388)         ($ - ) ($ 6,470,322)   ($ 229,753,407)   ($ 237,735,400) 3.5%
Nov-21 ($ 245,689,111)  ($ 75,870) ($ - ) ($ - ) ($ 6,546,192)   ($ 231,093,038)   ($ 239,142,919) 3.5%
Dec-21 ($ 275,836,516) ($ 211,887) ($ 738,037)         ($ - ) ($ 7,496,116)   ($ 262,688,005)   ($ 268,340,400) 2.2%
Jan-22 ($ 7,496,116)   ($ (7,496,116)    
Feb-22 ($ 7,496,116)   ($ (7,496,116)    
Mar-22 ($ 7,496,116)   ($ (7,496,116)    
Apr-22 ($ 7,496,116)   ($ (7,496,116)    

May-22 ($ 7,496,116)   ($ (7,496,116)    
Jun-22 ($ 7,496,116)   ($ (7,496,116)    

($ 4,217,221)            ($ 2,111,994)      ($ 1,166,901)         ($ 7,496,116)   
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CONTRACTS 

Contracts: (Action as Noted)              Page 225 
Federal-Aid (“A” “B” “T” “D”) projects do not need FHWA concurrence, but must comply with DBE regulations; 
other projects are subject to FHWA and/or local government concurrence and compliance with DBE regulations. 

*ITEM 8a: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 2  

BIDS OPENED: DECEMBER 03, 2021 

HIGHWAY: TUCSON – BENSON HIGHWAY (I-10) 

SECTION: AJO WAY TO MP 27.2 

COUNTY: PIMA 

ROUTE NO.: I-10 

PROJECT : TRACS: 010-E(230)T:  010 PM 262 F021201C 

FUNDING: 94.34% FEDS   5.66% STATE 

LOW BIDDER: GRANITE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY  

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 27,461,166.00 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 16,121,157.80 

$ OVER ESTIMATE: $ 11,340,008.20 

% OVER ESTIMATE: 70.3% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 9.17% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 9.20% 

NO. BIDDERS: 1 

RECOMMENDATION: REJECT ALL BIDS 
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CONTRACTS 

*ITEM 8b: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 6   Page 228 

BIDS OPENED: DECEMBER 10, 2021 

HIGHWAY: KINGMAN – ASH FORK HIGHWAY (I-40) 

SECTION: E. SELIGMAN T.I. OP, EB/WB 

COUNTY: YAVAPAI 

ROUTE NO.: I-40 

PROJECT : TRACS: 040-B(229)T;  040 YV 122 F016101C 

FUNDING: 94.34% FEDS  5.66% STATE 

LOW BIDDER: FNF CONSTRUCTION, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 6,090,715.09 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 4,945,665.00 

$ OVER  ESTIMATE: $ 1,145,050.09 

% OVER ESTIMATE: 23.2% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 6.59% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 6.61% 

NO. BIDDERS: 4 

RECOMMENDATION:   AWARD 
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CONTRACTS 

*ITEM 8c: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 6   Page 232 

BIDS OPENED: DECEMBER 17, 2021 

HIGHWAY: PARKER – BULLHEAD CITY HIGHWAY (SR 95) 

SECTION: NEEDLES BRIDGE # 2435 

COUNTY: MOHAVE 

ROUTE NO.: SR 95 

PROJECT : TRACS: 095-D(217)T:  095 MO 227 F018201C 

FUNDING: 49.65% FEDS   0.35% STATE  50.00% LOCAL 

LOW BIDDER: VASTCO, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 2,132,183.10 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 1,334,299.30 

$ OVER ESTIMATE: $ 797,883.80 

% OVER ESTIMATE: 59.8% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 6.45% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 15.29% 

NO. BIDDERS: 1 

RECOMMENDATION:   REJECT ALL BIDS 
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CONTRACTS 

*ITEM 8d: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 5    Page 235  

BIDS OPENED: DECEMBER 17, 2021 

HIGHWAY: WINSLOW – LEUPP HWY (SR 99) 

SECTION: CANYON DIABLO BRIDGE 

COUNTY: COCONINO 

ROUTE NO.: SR 99 

PROJECT : TRACS: 099-B(200)T:  099 CN 071 F027701C 

FUNDING: 94.3% FEDS  5.70% STATE  

LOW BIDDER: VASTCO, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 744,631.79 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 647,237.35  

$ OVER ESTIMATE: $ 97,394.44 

% OVER ESTIMATE:  15.0% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 2.81% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 2.82% 

NO. BIDDERS: 3 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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CONTRACTS 

*ITEM 8e: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 5    Page 239  

BIDS OPENED: DECEMBER 17, 2021 

HIGHWAY: PAYSON – SHOW LOW HIGHWAY (SR 260) 

SECTION: RIM ROAD – GIBSON ROAD 

COUNTY: COCONINO 

ROUTE NO.: SR 260 

PROJECT : TRACS: 260-B(213)T:  260 CN 282 H824501C 

FUNDING: 94.3% FEDS  5.7% STATE  

LOW BIDDER: HATCH CONSTRUCTION & PAVING, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 24,983,210.10 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 20,308,264.00 

$ OVER ESTIMATE: $ 4,674,946.10 

% OVER ESTIMATE:  23.0% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 7.36% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 8.53% 

NO. BIDDERS: 6 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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CONTRACTS 

*ITEM 8f: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 3    Page  243

BIDS OPENED: DECEMBER 10, 2021 

HIGHWAY: NOGALES – TUCSON HWY (I-19) 

SECTION: I-19, U.S. BORDER I-10 

COUNTY: SANTA CRUZ & PIMA 

ROUTE NO.: I-19 

PROJECT : TRACS: 019-A(241)T:  019 SC 000 F034701C 

FUNDING: 100% FEDS  

LOW BIDDER: SUNDT/CS, A JOINT VENTURE 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 14,977,699.00 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 13,701,000.00 

$ OVER ESTIMATE: $ 1,276,699.00 

% OVER ESTIMATE:  9.3% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: N/A 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: N/A 

NO. BIDDERS: 3 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 

Page 218 of 246



Page 219 of 246



Page 1 of 2 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS 

BID OPENING: FRIDAY, DECEMBER 10, 2021, AT 11:00 A.M. (M.S.T.) 

TRACS NO  040 NA 288 F0230 01C 
PROJECT NO 040-D(241)T
TERMINI FLAGSTAFF – HOLBROOK HIGHWAY (I-40)
LOCATION HERMOSA DRIVE UP #1368

ROUTE NO. MILEPOST DISTRICT ITEM NO. 
I-40 288.27 NORTHEAST 9116 

The amount programmed for this contract is $3,800,000.  The location and description of the 
proposed work are as follows: 

 The proposed project is located in Navajo County on Interstate 40 in Holbrook at milepost 288.27. 
The proposed work consists of removing the existing bridge deck and constructing new reinforced 
concrete deck, placing asphaltic concrete pavement, replacing pavement markings, guardrail and 
other related work. 

The time allowed for the completion of the work included in this contract will be 120 working days. 

The Arizona Department of Transportation, in accordance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 252, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000d to §§ 2000d-4) and the Regulations, hereby 
notifies all bidders that it will affirmatively ensure that any contract entered into pursuant to this 
advertisement, Disadvantaged Business Enterprises will be afforded full and fair opportunity to 
submit bids in response to this invitation and will not be discriminated against on the grounds of 
race, color, or national origin in consideration for an award. 

The minimum contract-specified goal for participation by Disadvantaged Business Enterprises in the 
work, as a percentage of the total amount bid, shall be 9.60. 

Contract documents, and other project documents, if applicable, are available as electronic files, at 
no charge, from the Department’s website through the ADOT Contracts and Specifications Group 
(https://azdot.gov/business/contracts-and-specifications/current-advertisements). 

Documents will be available within one week following the advertisement for bids. 

To submit a valid bid, the bidder must (1) have prequalification from the Department as necessary 
for the project, and (2) be included on the project Plansholder List as a Prime.   

The Application for Contractor Prequalification may be obtained from the Contracts and 
Specifications website.   

This project requires electronic bidding.  If a request for approval to bid as a Prime Contractor is 
received less than 48 hours prior to bid opening, the Department cannot guarantee the request will 
be acted on. 
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This contract is subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes Section 42-5075 -- Prime 
contracting classification; exemptions; definitions. 

No award will be made to any contractor who is not a duly licensed contractor in accordance with 
Arizona Revised Statutes 32-1101 through 32-1170.03. 

All labor employed on this project shall be paid in accordance with the minimum wage rates shown 
in the General Wage Decision.  These rates have been determined in accordance with the 
requirements of the law and issued by the Secretary of Labor for this project.  The wage scale is on 
file in Contracts and Specifications Section and copies may be obtained at all reasonable times. 

Persons that require a reasonable accommodation based on language or disability should contact 
ADOT’s Contracts and Specifications Office by phone (602) 712-7221. Requests should be made 
as early as possible to ensure the State has an opportunity to address the accommodation. 

Las personas que requieran asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya sea por el idioma o discapacidad 
deben ponerse en contacto con ADOT (602) 712-7221. 

A proposal guaranty in the form of either a certified or a cashier's check made payable to the State 
Treasurer of Arizona for not less than 10 percent of the amount of the bid or in the form of a surety 
(bid) bond for 10 percent of the amount of the bid shall accompany the proposal. 

Surety (bid) bonds will be accepted only on the form provided by the Department and only from 
corporate sureties authorized to do business in Arizona. 

Bids will be received until the hour indicated and then publicly opened and read.  No bids will be 
received after the time specified. 

Prior to the bid opening date, any questions pertaining to the plans, specifications, and bid schedule 
for this project shall be submitted to the Department in a written format through the Bid Express 
(Bidx) website at https://www.bidx.com/az/lettings. Questions can be submitted through the 
Questions and Answers link located within the corresponding letting date and project proposal 
number links. The Department will post answers exclusively to the Bidx website. Questions will not 
be answered verbally. The Department may not answer all questions, and any decision on whether 
a question is answered will be within the sole discretion of the Department. Any questions received 
less than three working days prior to the bid opening date may not be answered. 

Iqbal Hossain, P.E. 
Group Manager 
Contracts & Specifications 

PROJECT ADVERTISED ON:  NOVEMBER 10, 2021 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS 

BID OPENING: FRIDAY, DECEMBER 03, 2021, AT 11:00 A.M. (M.S.T.) 

TRACS NO 093 MO 097 F017001C 
PROJECT NO 093-B(216)T
TERMINI KINGMAN- WICKENBURG HWY (US-93)
LOCATION KABBA WASH BRIDGE NB

ROUTE NO. MILEPOST DISTRICT ITEM NO. 
093 97.28 to 97.64 NORTHWEST 8379 

The amount programmed for this contract is $3,500,000.  The location and description of the 
proposed work are as follows: 

The proposed work is located in Mohave County on US 93, between mileposts 97.28 and 97.64. The 
proposed work consists of removing existing bridge and replacing with closed frame continuous 
concrete slab bridges. Additional work includes approach slabs, barriers, pavement markings, and 
other miscellaneous work.  

The time allowed for the completion of the work included in this contract will be 260 working days. 

The Arizona Department of Transportation, in accordance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 252, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000d to §§ 2000d-4) and the Regulations, hereby 
notifies all bidders that it will affirmatively ensure that any contract entered into pursuant to this 
advertisement, Disadvantaged Business Enterprises will be afforded full and fair opportunity to 
submit bids in response to this invitation and will not be discriminated against on the grounds of 
race, color, or national origin in consideration for an award.

The minimum contract-specified goal for participation by Disadvantaged Business Enterprises in the 
work, as a percentage of the total amount bid, shall be 5.97. 

Contract documents, and other project documents, if applicable, are available as electronic files, at 
no charge, from the Department’s website through the ADOT Contracts and Specifications Group 
(https://azdot.gov/business/contracts-and-specifications/current-advertisements). 

Documents will be available within one week following the advertisement for bids. 

To submit a valid bid, the bidder must (1) have prequalification from the Department as necessary 
for the project, and (2) be included on the project Plansholder List as a Prime.   

The Application for Contractor Prequalification may be obtained from the Contracts and 
Specifications website.   

This project requires electronic bidding.  If a request for approval to bid as a Prime Contractor is 
received less than 48 hours prior to bid opening, the Department cannot guarantee the request will 
be acted on. 
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This contract is subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes Section 42-5075 -- Prime 
contracting classification; exemptions; definitions. 

No award will be made to any contractor who is not a duly licensed contractor in accordance with 
Arizona Revised Statutes 32-1101 through 32-1170.03. 

All labor employed on this project shall be paid in accordance with the minimum wage rates shown 
in the General Wage Decision.  These rates have been determined in accordance with the 
requirements of the law and issued by the Secretary of Labor for this project.  The wage scale is on 
file in Contracts and Specifications Section and copies may be obtained at all reasonable times. 

Persons that require a reasonable accommodation based on language or disability should contact 
ADOT’s Contracts and Specifications Office by phone (602) 712-7221. Requests should be made as 
early as possible to ensure the State has an opportunity to address the accommodation. 

Las personas que requieran asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya sea por el idioma o discapacidad 
deben ponerse en contacto con ADOT (602) 712-7221. 

A proposal guaranty in the form of either a certified or a cashier's check made payable to the State 
Treasurer of Arizona for not less than 10 percent of the amount of the bid or in the form of a surety 
(bid) bond for 10 percent of the amount of the bid shall accompany the proposal. 

Surety (bid) bonds will be accepted only on the form provided by the Department and only from 
corporate sureties authorized to do business in Arizona. 

Bids will be received until the hour indicated and then publicly opened and read.  No bids will be 
received after the time specified. 

Prior to the bid opening date, any questions pertaining to the plans, specifications, and bid schedule 
for this project shall be submitted to the Department in a written format through the Bid Express 
(Bidx) website at https://www.bidx.com/az/lettings. Questions can be submitted through the 
Questions and Answers link located within the corresponding letting date and project proposal 
number links. The Department will post answers exclusively to the Bidx website. Questions will not 
be answered verbally. The Department may not answer all questions, and any decision on whether 
a question is answered will be within the sole discretion of the Department. Any questions received 
less than three working days prior to the bid opening date may not be answered. 

Iqbal Hossain, P.E. 
Group Manager 
Contracts & Specifications 

PROJECT ADVERTISED ON:  10/29/2021 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS 

BID OPENING: FRIDAY, DECEMBER 03, 2021, AT 11:00 A.M. (M.S.T.) 

TRACS NO 010 PM 262 F0212 01C 
PROJECT NO 010-E(230)T
TERMINI TUCSON – BENSON HIGHWAY (I-10)
LOCATION AJO WAY TO MP 272

ROUTE NO. MILEPOST DISTRICT ITEM NO. 
I-10 262.4 to 272 SOUTHCENTRAL 100238 

The amount programmed for this contract is $21,650,000.  The location and description of 
the proposed work are as follows: 

The proposed pavement rehabilitation project is located in Pima County, on Interstate 10 (I-
10) within the limits of the City of Tucson, beginning at milepost 262.4 and extending east
along I-10 to milepost 272. The work consists of pavement rehabilitation and bridge repair.
The work includes milling and replacing existing pavement along the mainline and
shoulders; constructing guardrail, concrete barrier and bridge deck repair and installing
conduits, traffic signs, pavement marking, highway lighting and other related work.

The time allowed for the completion of the work included in this contract will be 525 
calendar days. 

The Arizona Department of Transportation, in accordance with the provisions of Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 252.42 U.S.C. §§ 2000d-4) and the Regulations, 
hereby notifies all bidders that it will affirmatively ensure that any contract entered into 
pursuant to this advertisement, Disadvantaged Business Enterprises will be afforded full 
and fair opportunity to submit bids in response to this invitation and will not be discriminated 
against on the grounds of race, color, or national origin in consideration for an award. 

The minimum contract-specified goal for participation by Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprises in the work, as a percentage of the total amount bid, shall be 9.17. 

Contract documents and other project documents are available as electronic files, at no 
charge, from the Contracts and Specifications website, pursuant to Subsection 102.02 of 
the specifications.  The Contracts and Specifications Current Advertisements website is 
located at: 
http://www.azdot.gov/business/ContractsandSpecifications/CurrentAdvertisements. 

Documents should be available within one week following the advertisement for bids. 

To submit a valid bid, the bidder must (1) have prequalification from the Department as 
necessary for the project, and (2) be included on the project Plansholder List as a Prime.   
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The Application for Contractor Prequalification may be obtained from the Contracts and 
Specifications website.   

This project requires electronic bidding.  If a request for approval to bid as a Prime 
Contractor is received less than 48 hours prior to bid opening, the Department cannot 
guarantee the request will be acted on. 

This contract is subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes Section 42-5075 -- 
Prime contracting classification; exemptions; definitions. 

No award will be made to any contractor who is not a duly licensed contractor in 
accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes 32-1101 through 32-1170.03. 

All labor employed on this project shall be paid in accordance with the minimum wage rates 
shown in the General Wage Decision.  These rates have been determined in accordance 
with the requirements of the law and issued by the Secretary of Labor for this project.  The 
wage scale is on file in Contracts and Specifications Section and copies may be obtained at 
all reasonable times. 

A proposal guaranty in the form of either a certified or a cashier's check made payable to 
the State Treasurer of Arizona for not less than 10 percent of the amount of the bid or in 
the form of a surety (bid) bond for 10 percent of the amount of the bid shall accompany the 
proposal. 

Surety (bid) bonds will be accepted only on the form provided by the Department and only 
from corporate sureties authorized to do business in Arizona. 

Bids will be received until the hour indicated and then publicly opened and read.  No bids 
will be received after the time specified. 

Prior to the bid opening date, any questions pertaining to the plans, specifications, and bid 
schedule for this project shall be submitted to the Department in a written format through 
the Bid Express (Bidx) website at https://www.bidx.com/az/lettings. Questions can be 
submitted through the Questions and Answers link located within the corresponding letting 
date and project proposal number links. The Department will post answers exclusively to 
the Bidx website. Questions will not be answered verbally. The Department may not answer 
all questions, and any decision on whether a question is answered will be within the sole 
discretion of the Department. Any questions received less than three working days prior to 
the bid opening date may not be answered. 

Iqbal Hossain, P.E. 
Group Manager 
Contracts & Specifications 

PROJECT ADVERTISED ON:  8/12/2021 

For
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS 

BID OPENING: Friday, December 10, 2021,  AT 11:00 A.M. (M.S.T.) 

TRACS NO 040 YV 122 F0161 01C 
PROJECT NO 040-B(229)T
TERMINI KINGMAN – ASH FORK HIGHWAY (I – 40)
LOCATION E. SELIGMAN T.I. OP, EB/WB

ROUTE NO. MILEPOST DISTRICT ITEM NO. 
I-40 123.32 NW          8374 

The amount programmed for this contract is $ 6,620,000.  The location and description of 
the proposed work are as follows: 

The proposed project is located in Yavapai County, it consists of reconstructing existing 
bridge decks for both eastbound and westbound East Seligman Traffic Overpass at MP 
123.32 along Interstate 40.  The Seligman Traffic Overpass is located approximately 70 
miles east of Kingman Arizona.   Other work includes miscellaneous earthwork, traffic 
control and other related items. 

The time allowed for the completion of the work included in this contract will be 310 working 
days. 

The Arizona Department of Transportation, in accordance with the provisions of Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 252, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000d to §§ 2000d-4) and the 
Regulations, hereby notifies all bidders that it will affirmatively ensure that any contract 
entered into pursuant to this advertisement, Disadvantaged Business Enterprises will be 
afforded full and fair opportunity to submit bids in response to this invitation and will not be 
discriminated against on the grounds of race, color, or national origin in consideration for an 
award.

The minimum contract-specified goal for participation by Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprises in the work, as a percentage of the total amount bid, shall be 6.59. 

Contract documents, and other project documents, if applicable, are available as electronic 
files, at no charge, from the Department’s website through the ADOT Contracts and 
Specifications Group (https://azdot.gov/business/contracts-and-specifications/current-
advertisements). 

Documents will be available within one week following the advertisement for bids. 
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To submit a valid bid, the bidder must (1) have prequalification from the Department as 
necessary for the project, and (2) be included on the project Plansholder List as a Prime.   

The Application for Contractor Prequalification may be obtained from the Contracts and 
Specifications website.   

This project requires electronic bidding.  If a request for approval to bid as a Prime 
Contractor is received less than 48 hours prior to bid opening, the Department cannot 
guarantee the request will be acted on. 

This contract is subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes Section 42-5075 -- 
Prime contracting classification; exemptions; definitions. 

No award will be made to any contractor who is not a duly licensed contractor in 
accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes 32-1101 through 32-1170.03. 

All labor employed on this project shall be paid in accordance with the minimum wage rates 
shown in the General Wage Decision.  These rates have been determined in accordance 
with the requirements of the law and issued by the Secretary of Labor for this project.  The 
wage scale is on file in Contracts and Specifications Section and copies may be obtained at 
all reasonable times. 

Persons that require a reasonable accommodation based on language or disability should 
contact ADOT’s Contracts and Specifications Office by phone (602) 712-7221. Requests 
should be made as early as possible to ensure the State has an opportunity to address the 
accommodation. 

Las personas que requieran asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya sea por el idioma o 
discapacidad deben ponerse en contacto con ADOT (602) 712-7221. 

A proposal guaranty in the form of either a certified or a cashier's check made payable to 
the State Treasurer of Arizona for not less than 10 percent of the amount of the bid or in 
the form of a surety (bid) bond for 10 percent of the amount of the bid shall accompany the 
proposal. 

Surety (bid) bonds will be accepted only on the form provided by the Department and only 
from corporate sureties authorized to do business in Arizona. 

Bids will be received until the hour indicated and then publicly opened and read.  No bids 
will be received after the time specified. 

Prior to the bid opening date, any questions pertaining to the plans, specifications, and bid 
schedule for this project shall be submitted to the Department in a written format through 
the Bid Express (Bidx) website at https://www.bidx.com/az/lettings. Questions can be 
submitted through the Questions and Answers link located within the corresponding letting 
date and project proposal number links. The Department will post answers exclusively to 
the Bidx website. Questions will not be answered verbally. The Department may not answer 
all questions, and any decision on whether a question is answered will be within the sole 
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discretion of the Department. Any questions received less than three working days prior to 
the bid opening date may not be answered. 

Iqbal Hossain, P.E. 
Group Manager 
Contracts & Specifications 

PROJECT ADVERTISED ON:  November 2, 2021 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS 

BID OPENING: FRIDAY, DECEMBER 17, 2021, AT 11:00 A.M. (M.S.T.) 

TRACS NO  095 MO 227 F0182 01C 
PROJECT NO 095-D(217)T
TERMINI PARKER- BULLHEAD CITY HIGHWAY (SR 95)
LOCATION NEEDLES BRIDGE #2435

ROUTE NO. MILEPOST DISTRICT ITEM NO. 
   SR 95 226.07 NORTHWEST 101682 

The amount programmed for this contract is $1,600,000.  The location and description of the 
proposed work are as follows: 

The proposed project is located partially in the City of Needles, California and in Mohave 
County on State Route 95 at Mile Post 226.07.  The work consists of bridge deck overlay 
with Polyester Polymer Concrete and milling and replacing asphaltic pavement.  The work 
also includes replacing the bridge bearing pads, reconstructing the approach slab, replacing 
guardrail, placing pavement markings, and other related work. 

The time allowed for the completion of the work included in this contract will be 100 calendar days. 

The Arizona Department of Transportation, in accordance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 252, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000d to §§ 2000d-4) and the Regulations, hereby 
notifies all bidders that it will affirmatively ensure that any contract entered into pursuant to this 
advertisement, Disadvantaged Business Enterprises will be afforded full and fair opportunity to 
submit bids in response to this invitation and will not be discriminated against on the grounds of 
race, color, or national origin in consideration for an award. 

The minimum contract-specified goal for participation by Disadvantaged Business Enterprises in the 
work, as a percentage of the total amount bid, shall be 6.45. 

Contract documents, and other project documents, if applicable, are available as electronic files, at 
no charge, from the Department’s website through the ADOT Contracts and Specifications Group 
(https://azdot.gov/business/contracts-and-specifications/current-advertisements). 

Documents will be available within one week following the advertisement for bids. 

To submit a valid bid, the bidder must (1) have prequalification from the Department as necessary 
for the project, and (2) be included on the project Plansholder List as a Prime.   

The Application for Contractor Prequalification may be obtained from the Contracts and 
Specifications website.   

This project requires electronic bidding.  If a request for approval to bid as a Prime Contractor is 
received less than 48 hours prior to bid opening, the Department cannot guarantee the request will 
be acted on. 
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This contract is subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes Section 42-5075 -- Prime 
contracting classification; exemptions; definitions. 

No award will be made to any contractor who is not a duly licensed contractor in accordance with 
Arizona Revised Statutes 32-1101 through 32-1170.03. 

All labor employed on this project shall be paid in accordance with the minimum wage rates shown 
in the General Wage Decision.  These rates have been determined in accordance with the 
requirements of the law and issued by the Secretary of Labor for this project.  The wage scale is on 
file in Contracts and Specifications Section and copies may be obtained at all reasonable times. 

Persons that require a reasonable accommodation based on language or disability should contact 
ADOT’s Contracts and Specifications Office by phone (602) 712-7221. Requests should be made 
as early as possible to ensure the State has an opportunity to address the accommodation. 

Las personas que requieran asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya sea por el idioma o discapacidad 
deben ponerse en contacto con ADOT (602) 712-7221. 

A proposal guaranty in the form of either a certified or a cashier's check made payable to the State 
Treasurer of Arizona for not less than 10 percent of the amount of the bid or in the form of a surety 
(bid) bond for 10 percent of the amount of the bid shall accompany the proposal. 

Surety (bid) bonds will be accepted only on the form provided by the Department and only from 
corporate sureties authorized to do business in Arizona. 

Bids will be received until the hour indicated and then publicly opened and read.  No bids will be 
received after the time specified. 

Prior to the bid opening date, any questions pertaining to the plans, specifications, and bid schedule 
for this project shall be submitted to the Department in a written format through the Bid Express 
(Bidx) website at https://www.bidx.com/az/lettings. Questions can be submitted through the 
Questions and Answers link located within the corresponding letting date and project proposal 
number links. The Department will post answers exclusively to the Bidx website. Questions will not 
be answered verbally. The Department may not answer all questions, and any decision on whether 
a question is answered will be within the sole discretion of the Department. Any questions received 
less than three working days prior to the bid opening date may not be answered. 

Iqbal Hossain, P.E. 
Group Manager 
Contracts & Specifications 

PROJECT ADVERTISED ON:  NOVEMBER 17, 2021 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS 

BID OPENING: FRIDAY, DECEMBER 17, 2021, AT 11:00 A.M. (M.S.T.) 

TRACS NO 099 CN 071 F027701C 
PROJECT NO 099-B(200)T
TERMINI WINSLOW-LEUPP HWY (SR 99)
LOCATION CANYON DIABLO BRIDGE

ROUTE NO. MILEPOST DISTRICT ITEM NO. 
SR 99 71.89 NORTHCENTRAL 100217 

The amount programmed for this contract is $865,000.  The location and description of the 
proposed work are as follows: 

The proposed project is located in Coconino County within the Navajo Nation on SR 99 at 
MP 71.89, north of the City of Winslow. The work consists of rehabilitation of shoulders and 
travel lanes to the bridge approaches and bridge deck repair, and scours retrofit. The work 
includes milling existing pavement and filling with asphaltic concrete and chip seal, 
repairing deck spalls, applying methacrylate sealant material on the bridge deck, placing 
penetrating sealer on new and existing bridge barrier surface, removing and reinstalling 
guardrails, constructing concrete floors underneath the existing bridges, seeding, pavement 
marking and other related works. 

This project is located on a Native American Reservation, in the Navajo Nation area, which 
may subject the contractor to the laws and regulations of the Navajo Nation and its TERO 
office.  Contractors are advised to make themselves aware of any taxes, fees or any 
conditions that may be imposed by the Navajo Nation on work performed on the 
Reservation. 

The time allowed for the completion of the work included in this contract will be 45 working 
days. 

The Arizona Department of Transportation, in accordance with the provisions of Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 252, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000d to §§ 2000d-4) and the 
Regulations, hereby notifies all bidders that it will affirmatively ensure that any contract 
entered into pursuant to this advertisement, Disadvantaged Business Enterprises will be 
afforded full and fair opportunity to submit bids in response to this invitation and will not be 
discriminated against on the grounds of race, color, or national origin in consideration for an 
award.

The minimum contract-specified goal for participation by Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprises in the work, as a percentage of the total amount bid, shall be 2.81. 
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Contract documents, and other project documents, if applicable, are available as electronic 
files, at no charge, from the Department’s website through the ADOT Contracts and 
Specifications Group (https://azdot.gov/business/contracts-and-specifications/current-
advertisements). 

Documents will be available within one week following the advertisement for bids. 

To submit a valid bid, the bidder must (1) have prequalification from the Department as 
necessary for the project, and (2) be included on the project Plansholder List as a Prime.   

The Application for Contractor Prequalification may be obtained from the Contracts and 
Specifications website.   

This project requires electronic bidding.  If a request for approval to bid as a Prime 
Contractor is received less than 48 hours prior to bid opening, the Department cannot 
guarantee the request will be acted on. 

This contract is subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes Section 42-5075 -- 
Prime contracting classification; exemptions; definitions. 

No award will be made to any contractor who is not a duly licensed contractor in 
accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes 32-1101 through 32-1170.03. 

All labor employed on this project shall be paid in accordance with the minimum wage rates 
shown in the General Wage Decision.  These rates have been determined in accordance 
with the requirements of the law and issued by the Secretary of Labor for this project.  The 
wage scale is on file in Contracts and Specifications Section and copies may be obtained at 
all reasonable times. 

Persons that require a reasonable accommodation based on language or disability should 
contact ADOT’s Contracts and Specifications Office by phone (602) 712-7221. Requests 
should be made as early as possible to ensure the State has an opportunity to address the 
accommodation. 

Las personas que requieran asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya sea por el idioma o 
discapacidad deben ponerse en contacto con ADOT (602) 712-7221. 

A proposal guaranty in the form of either a certified or a cashier's check made payable to 
the State Treasurer of Arizona for not less than 10 percent of the amount of the bid or in 
the form of a surety (bid) bond for 10 percent of the amount of the bid shall accompany the 
proposal. 

Surety (bid) bonds will be accepted only on the form provided by the Department and only 
from corporate sureties authorized to do business in Arizona. 

Bids will be received until the hour indicated and then publicly opened and read.  No bids 
will be received after the time specified. 
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Prior to the bid opening date, any questions pertaining to the plans, specifications, and bid 
schedule for this project shall be submitted to the Department in a written format through 
the Bid Express (Bidx) website at https://www.bidx.com/az/lettings. Questions can be 
submitted through the Questions and Answers link located within the corresponding letting 
date and project proposal number links. The Department will post answers exclusively to 
the Bidx website. Questions will not be answered verbally. The Department may not answer 
all questions, and any decision on whether a question is answered will be within the sole 
discretion of the Department. Any questions received less than three working days prior to 
the bid opening date may not be answered. 

 For Iqbal Hossain, P.E. 
Group Manager 
Contracts & Specifications 

PROJECT ADVERTISED ON: 11/10/2021 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS 

BID OPENING: Friday, August 27, 2021,  AT 11:00 A.M. (M.S.T.) 

TRACS NO 
PROJECT NO 
TERMINI 
LOCATION 

260 CN 282 H8245 01C 
260-B(213)A
PAYSON – SHOW LOW HIGHWAY (SR 260)
RIM ROAD – GIBSON ROAD

ROUTE NO. MILEPOST DISTRICT ITEM NO. 
   SR 260 282.52 to 303.74 Northcentral         7881 

The amount programmed for this contract is $25,600,000.  The location and description of 
the proposed work are as follows: 

The proposed project is located on SR 260 in the Northcentral District, Navajo and 
Coconino counties.  The project limits begin at MP 282.52 and proceed northeasterly 
approximately 21 miles to MP 303.74.  The work consists of widening of shoulders, 
drainage work, pavement marking, traffic control and other related work. 

The time allowed for the completion of the work included in this contract will be 515 working 
days. 

The Arizona Department of Transportation, in accordance with the provisions of Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 252.42 U.S.C. §§ 2000d-4) and the Regulations, 
hereby notifies all bidders that it will affirmatively ensure that any contract entered into 
pursuant to this advertisement, Disadvantaged Business Enterprises will be afforded full 
and fair opportunity to submit bids in response to this invitation and will not be discriminated 
against on the grounds of race, color, or national origin in consideration for an award.

The minimum contract-specified goal for participation by Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprises in the work, as a percentage of the total amount bid, shall be  7.36% . 

Contract documents and other project documents are available as electronic files, at no 
charge, from the Contracts and Specifications website, pursuant to Subsection 102.02 of 
the specifications.  The Contracts and Specifications Current Advertisements website is 
located at: 
http://www.azdot.gov/business/ContractsandSpecifications/CurrentAdvertisements. 

Documents should be available within one week following the advertisement for bids. 

To submit a valid bid, the bidder must (1) have prequalification from the Department as 
necessary for the project, and (2) be included on the project Plansholder List as a Prime.   
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The Application for Contractor Prequalification may be obtained from the Contracts and 
Specifications website.   

This project requires electronic bidding.  If a request for approval to bid as a Prime 
Contractor is received less than 48 hours prior to bid opening, the Department cannot 
guarantee the request will be acted on. 

This contract is subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes Section 42-5075 -- 
Prime contracting classification; exemptions; definitions. 

No award will be made to any contractor who is not a duly licensed contractor in 
accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes 32-1101 through 32-1170.03. 

All labor employed on this project shall be paid in accordance with the minimum wage rates 
shown in the General Wage Decision.  These rates have been determined in accordance 
with the requirements of the law and issued by the Secretary of Labor for this project.  The 
wage scale is on file in Contracts and Specifications Section and copies may be obtained at 
all reasonable times. 

A proposal guaranty in the form of either a certified or a cashier's check made payable to 
the State Treasurer of Arizona for not less than 10 percent of the amount of the bid or in 
the form of a surety (bid) bond for 10 percent of the amount of the bid shall accompany the 
proposal. 

Surety (bid) bonds will be accepted only on the form provided by the Department and only 
from corporate sureties authorized to do business in Arizona. 

Bids will be received until the hour indicated and then publicly opened and read.  No bids 
will be received after the time specified. 

Prior to the bid opening date, any questions pertaining to the plans, specifications, and bid 
schedule for this project shall be submitted to the Department in a written format through 
the Bid Express (Bidx) website at https://www.bidx.com/az/lettings. Questions can be 
submitted through the Questions and Answers link located within the corresponding letting 
date and project proposal number links. The Department will post answers exclusively to 
the Bidx website. Questions will not be answered verbally. The Department may not answer 
all questions, and any decision on whether a question is answered will be within the sole 
discretion of the Department. Any questions received less than three working days prior to 
the bid opening date may not be answered. 

Iqbal Hossain, P.E. 
Group Manager 
Contracts & Specifications 

PROJECT ADVERTISED ON:  June 30, 2021 
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BID RESULTS

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Completion Date:
165  Calendar Days
The proposed project is located on I-19 within Santa Cruz and Pima County between U.S. Border and I-10. The work consists of installation of new multi-duct fiber-optic conduit,
pull boxes and two node buildings.

Bid Opening Date : 12/17/2021,     Prequalification Required,     Engineer Specialist : ZamanMonir

ItemLocationHighway TerminiProject No.

0000U.S. Border - I-10             SouthCent DistrictNOGALES - TUCSON HWY (I-19)019    SC 000    F034701C 019-A-(241)T

Rank Address of ContractorContractor NameBid Amount

DEPARTMENT$13,701,000.00

1 2620 S. 55TH STREET, SUNDT CONSTRUCTION TEMPE, AZ 85282-SUNDT/CS, A JOINT VENTURE$14,977,699.00

2 12250 North Pecos Street, Suite 500 Westminster, CO 80234-Parsons Construction Group Inc.$20,419,425.79

3 600 NORTH GREENFIELD PARKWAY GARNER, NC 27529-OVERLAND CONTRACTING,INC. (OCI)$25,136,280.38

Apparent Low Bidder is 9.3% Over Department Estimate (Difference = $1,276,699.00)

CONTRACTS AND SPECIFICATIONS SECTION
INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY AND OPERATIONS DIVISION
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ARIZONA DEPARTME
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

CONTRACTS AND SPECIFICATIONS GROUP 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
REQUEST FOR STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS 

FOR  

019 SC 000 F0347 01D 
019-A-NFA

I-19, U.S. BORDER – I-10

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT ITS INFRASTRUCTURE 

The ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (ADOT or Department) is 
soliciting Statements of Qualifications (SOQ) from Design-Build Proposers, under 
A.R.S. Title 28, Chapter 20, Article 13, relating to Design-Build Contracts, to utilize the 
Design-Build contracting procedure for the design and construction of new multi-duct 
fiber-optic conduit and fiber optic cable, new pull boxes and two new node buildings, on 
I-19 from the U.S Border to I-10, within Santa Cruz County and Pima County.

Department programmed amount for design and construction of this project is 
$23,000,000 and is being funded through the US Department of Education Governor's 
Emergency Education Relief (GEER) Grant program. The improvements will be 
operated by Sun Corridor Network and maintained by ADOT, as part of a larger 
statewide network linking government agencies, education and healthcare facilities. 

All format requirements, submittal guidelines, instructions and documentation 
submission contained in this Request for Qualifications (RFQ) Package are for the 
ADOT Project and Project Number referenced above. Submittals failing to follow the 
format, submittal guidelines or any other instructions outlined in this RFQ Package will 
be rejected. ADOT reserves the right to reject any and all submittals, cancel the 
advertisement, negotiations or contract at any time in the best interest of the State. 

The method for determining the Best Value Proposal for this project will take into 
account the price offering of the Design-Build Proposer and the Technical Proposal 
Score. Detailed Selection Procedures will be set forth in the RFP Package.  
All Proposers can obtain the full content of this RFQ, RFQ Forms, Attachments, 
Appendices, and all Addenda at ADOT’s website: 
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https://azdot.gov/business/contracts-and-specifications/current-alternative-delivery-
projects   

Documents should be available within one week following the advertisement. 

Effective the date of Public Advertisement of this project, no further contact is allowed 
with ADOT Staff, Santa Cruz County staff, Pima County staff, the San Xavier Indian 
Reservation, Sun Corridor Network, the US Department of Education, and the General 
Engineering Consultant. This restriction is in effect until Price Proposals are opened. 
The questions of an administrative or contractual nature must be submitted in writing as 
specified in this RFQ Package to Monir Zaman (f0347usborder_i-10@azdot.gov). 

SOQs from firms interested in the project will be received electronically until 2:00 P.M. 
Arizona Time on Friday, April 2, 2021. See the RFQ package for further details 
regarding submission of SOQ. No SOQs will be accepted after the time and date 
specified. 

Proposers are solely responsible for all costs and expenses of any nature associated 
with responding to this RFQ including providing supplemental information. ADOT will 
not reimburse such costs in whole or in part in any circumstance. 

In order to submit a SOQ, interested Design-Builders must (1) have prequalification with 
the Department as necessary for the project, and (2) be included on the project 
Planholders List as a Prime. If the Design-Build Proposer is a consortium, all members 
shall be prequalified with the Department, as either a contractor or a designer. A 
member's share of a consortium may not exceed its prequalification limit. Design-Build 
Proposers that are not prequalified shall submit the prequalification application a 
minimum of 10 calendar days prior to the submittal of SOQ. Firms proposing as a joint 
venture shall submit their joint venture application a minimum of 15 calendar days prior 
to the SOQ due date to the Contracts and Specifications Group. 

Contractor Prequalification information may be obtained through Contracts and 
Specifications Group’s website: https://azdot.gov/business/contracts-and-specifications. 
Designer Prequalification information may be obtained through Engineering Consultants 
Section’s website: https://azdot.gov/business/engineering-consultants.  

To submit a Statement of Qualifications for this project, please send the Statement of 
Qualifications to ECSSOQ@azdot.gov. The Subject Line of the email should state: 
'Statement of Qualifications - Insert Firm Name - Project F034701C'. 

The Department will select at least three, but no more than five, Design-Build Proposers 
for further consideration from among those submitting SOQs. 

The opening of sealed Price Proposal is tentatively scheduled in August 2021 as 
specified in Section B Schedule of the RFQ Package. The exact date and time for the 
opening of the sealed Price Proposal will be set forth in the RFP.  
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Firms submitting SOQs shall have the appropriate licenses in compliance with Arizona 
Revised Statutes, Title 32, Chapter 1 - Architects, Assayers, Engineers, Geologists, 
Landscape Architects, and Land Surveyors; and Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 32, 
Chapter 10 – Contractors at the time of Award.  It is the Design-Build Proposer’s 
responsibility to verify that all firms in the SOQ submittal have the proper Arizona 
Licenses and/or Registrations, and DBE Certification if applicable, for the services to be 
performed under this contract. 

Licensing information is available from: 

Registrar of Contractors Board of Technical Registration 
1700 W. Washington St. Suite 105 1110 W. Washington Street, Suite 240 
Phoenix, AZ  85007-2812 Phoenix, AZ  85007 
Phone: (602) 542-1525 Phone: (602) 364-4930 
Fax: (602) 542-1599 Fax: (602) 364-4931 
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